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REGULATION OF LIPOR TRAFFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 



Thursday, April IS, 1910. 

Hearing before the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia 
of the United States on the bill S. 5473 to better regulate the traffic 
in intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia. ^ 

Present: Senators Gallinger (chairman), Burkett, Carter, Bulkeley, 
Bradley, Paynter, Smith of Maryland, and Fletcher. 

The Chairman. The hearing this morning is on Senate bill 5473, 
entitled ^'A bill to better regulate the traffic in intoxicating liquors 
in the District of Columbia,^^ introduced into the Senate on the 18th 
day of January and now before the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. We have about two hours this morning to devote to the 
consideration of this bill, and I will take the liberty of suggesting to 
those present that if there be no objection Mr. E. C. Dinwiddie will 
control the time in favor of the bill, and Mr. Hugh F. Harvey the 
time in opposition, they selecting such persons as they may think 
proper to present the case for and agamst the measure. If it is 
agreeable to the committee, as I have no doubt it will be, I will sug- 
gest that the friends of the bill occupy three-quarters of an hour and 
the opponents a full hour, and that then the friends of the bill will 
have nfteen minutes in which to close the discussion. That is the 
usual way of conducting a hearing of this kind. Mr. Dinwiddie, is 
that agreeable to you ? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. That is agreeable, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Is that agreeable to you, Mr. Harvey ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Emmett L. Adams. Mr. Chairman, I represent an interest 
here that I think has no claim on either of the gentlemen referred to. 
I represent the Central Labor Union of Washington, and we should 
like to be guaranteed at least a few minutes' time for the presentation 
of our views. If Mr. Dinwiddie or Mr. Harvey will give us those 
few minutes, that will be perfectly satisfactory to me. 

Mr. Dinwiddie. If Mr. Adams desires to speak for the bill, I will 
be glad to give him the time. 

Mr. Adams. I am sorry to say that the Central Labor Union is in 
opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, we will try and arrange to give 
Mr. Adams all of the tiine possible. 

The Chairman. I will state that during the pendency of this 
bill a great many hundreds of letters and petitions have come to the 
"chairman that it is not necessary to introduce into the proceedings. 
It has taken one clerk a good part of his time to open those letters 
and arrange them. I do not know how they stand numerically, 
but there is probably not much diflference in the number for and 
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against the measure. I think it is well at this time to insert a copy 
01 the bill and also two communications from the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, one from the present board and one 
from the board that recently retired, both of which communications 
are in opposition to many of the features of the bill. 
(The Dill is as follows:) 

[S. 5473, Sixty-flrst Congress, second session.] 
A BILL To better regulate the traffic in intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia. 

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That no person, company, copartnership, association, club, or 
corporation shall manufacture, sell, offer for sale. Keep for sale, traffic in, barter, 
exchange for goods, give away, or otherwise furnish, in the District of Columbia, any 
intoxicating liquors, except as hereinafter provided. Wherever the term "intoxi- 
cating liquors" is used in this act it shall be deemed to include whisky, brandy, gin, 
wine, cordials, rum, ale, porter, beer, hard or fermented cider, and all other fermented, 
distilled, spirituous, vinous, and mAlt liquors, and every mixture of liquors which 
shall contain more than two per centum, by weight, of alcohol, and any mixture of 
liquor which shall contain less than two per centum of alcohol, if the same shall be 
intoxicati^. 

Sec. 2. Tnat there shall be, and is hereby, constituted an excise board for th6 
District of Columbia, which shall be composed of the judge of the juvenile court, the 
health officer, and one of the inspectors of police who shall be designated by the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, which board shall consider and act upon all 
applications for license to sell intoxicating liquors, and the action of said board shall 
be final and conclusive; but it shall not be mandatory upon said board to grant a 
license for any ojf the purposes specified in this act. On the granting by said board of a 
license to sell intoxicating liquors the assessor shall issue a license to the applicant. 
Said board shall make such rules and regulations for carrying into effect this act as it 
may deem requisite and proper. It shall make an annual report to Congress, setting 
form the number of applications for license, whether favorably or unfavorably acted on, 
the number of persons convicted for violation of this statute, and the number and 
amount of fines collected and uncollected; and it shall have power to issue subpoenas to 
compel the attendance of witnesses before it, and such subpoenas shall be served by any 
member of the Metropolitan police force; and said board, or any member of it, shall also 
have power to administer oaths or affirmations in any matter anected by the operations 
of this act. Any person having taken such oath or affirmation who shall knowingly give 
false testimony before said board or any member thereof, as to a material fact, shall be 
deemed guilty of perjury, and on conviction thereof shall be subject to the penalty now 
provided by law for that offense. 

Sec. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of two thousand four 
hundred dollars per annum, and an inspector at a salary of one thousand two hundred 
dollars per annum. Said inspector shall make inspections as may be required by 
this act, under the orders of the board, and make full report of such inspections to the 
board. Said inspector shall wear a badge indicating that he is such inspector of the 
excise board. Tne board shall keep a full record of all applications for license, of all 
recommendations for and remonstrances against the granting of licenses, and the 
actions taken thereon. 

Sec. 4. That every person applying for a license to sell intoxicating liquors in said 
District shall file with the said board a petition for such license, and such petition 
shall be considered and acted upon by the board in the order in which such petition 
is filed and numbered. Said petition shall contain — • 

First. A statement giving tne name and residence of the applicant and the time 
he has resided in the District of Columbia. 

Second. A statement describing the particular place for which a license is desired, 
designating the same by street and number, if practicable, and if not, by such other 
apt description as will definitely locate it, and how long said applicant has been 
engaged in business at said place. 

Third. The full name and residence of the owner of the premises upon which the 
business is to be carried on. 

Fourth. A statement that the applicant is a citizen of the United States and a 

bona fide resident of the District of Columbia, and not less than twenty-one years of 

age, and whether such applicant has, since March third, eighteen hundred and ninety- 

i£ree, been adjudged guilty of violating the laws governing the sale of intoxicating 

Jjquors or for the prevention of gambling in the District of Columbia. 
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Fifth. A statement that he intends to, and if licensed will, carry on such business 
for himself and not as the agent of any other person, company, copartnership, or 
corporation. 

Sixth. A statement that he intends to superintend in person the management of 
the business for which he asks a license, and that if licensed he will so superintend 
the management of the business so licensed. 

Said petition must be sworn to by the petitioner before a notary public or other 
person duly authorized to administer oaths and affirmations. If any false material 
statement is made in any part of said petition, the petitioner making said affidavit 
shall be deemed guilty of perjury, and on conviction thereof shall be subject to the 
penalty now provided by law for that offense; and in case a license has been issued 
to said petitioner the same shall be immediately revoked by said board. 

Sec. 5. That the licenses authorized and provided for by this act shall be of two 
classes, wholesale liquor licenses and barroom licenses. The fee for a wholesale 

liquor license shall be hundred dollars per annum, and for a barroom license 

hundred dollars per annum. Every applicant for a liquor license shall deposit 

the amount of the license fee with the collector of taxes of the District of Columbia 
at the time of filing the application with the excise board. If, upon consideration 
of the application for license by the board as provided for in this act, the board shall 
decide to grant the license prayed for, it shall notify the assessor, and the applicant 
shall thereupon receive his license; and only on the granting by said board of 
a license to an applicant to sell intoxicating liquor shall me assessor issuq a 
license to such applicant. A barroom license shall be required for every hotel, tavern, 
barroom, club, or other place in which intoxicating liquors are sold or dispensed at 
retail. A wholesale liquor license shall authorize the licensee to sell intoxicating 
liquors to the holders of barroom licenses only under the provisions of this act and in 
quantities not less than five gallons, and not to be drunk on the premises where sold; 
and no wholesale license shall be granted until it is satisfactorily shown that the place 
where it is intended to carry on such business is properly arranged for selling such 
liquors as merchandise. Every place where intoxicating liquors are sold to be drunk 
on the premises or in quantities less than one gallon, whether drunk on the premises 
or not, shall be regaraed as a barroom; and the possession of intoxicating liquors, 
with the means and appliances for carrying on the business of dispensing the same 
to be drunk where sold, shall be prima facie evidence of a barroom within the meaning 
of this act, and the license therefor shall be known as a barroom license. All makers, 
brewers, and distillers of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia, and all 
agents of makers, brewers, and distillers established outside of the District of Co- 
lumbia and selling their product in said District, shall be required to take out the 
wholesale license provided for in this act: Provided j That when such business is car- 
ried on at more than one place a license shall be required for each place. Before 
the excise board may grant a license to a club it must be satisfactorily shown that 
such club is duly incorporated, that its membership is bona fide, all being on an 
equal status with equal privileges and responsibilities; that its purposes are legitimate 
and that the sale of liauor intended is no more than an incident, and is not a prime 
source of revenue. A license to a club shall be issued in the name of the president, 
and in case of violation of the provisions of this act in such club, he and the other 
officers of the club shall be proceeded against in their individual capacities, and if 
convicted, be subject to the penalties prescribed in section fifteen of this act, and th« 
license of said club shall be immediately revoked by the excise board. 

Sec. 6. That in the city of Washington every applicant for a wholesale or barroom 
license shall present to the excise board with nis application the written permission 
of a majority of persons owning real estate and a majority of residents keeping house, 
including bona nde tenants in flats or apartment houses who lease by the year, within 
the square in which it is desired to locate or maintain such business and within tie 
fiTve other squares located nearest to said place of business; and in that portion of the 
District of Columbia lying outside of the city of Washington such applicant shall pre- 
sent such permission from a majority of the persons owning real estate and a majority 
of residents keeping house within the space of 1,000 feet of the street or road on 
each side of the building where it is desired to locate or continue such business, 
and within a similar space on the side of the street or road fronting opposite sucn 
building. The fact of ownership of real estate shall be certified by the assessor of the 
District of Columbia, and the fact of the required residence and the genuineness of 
the signatures^ of both the owners and residents aforesaid shall be certified by the 
captain or acting captain of the police precinct which embraces such location: Pro- 
viaedy That no person having a liquor license at the date of the passage of t the cur t 
be required to obtain the signatures herein provided for until the end of ^j^^ tvf^ 
license year, at the time for making application for a renewal of his l\.<i^\^<i^ tb..^^ 
each year thereafter. 
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Sec. 7. That under the license issued in accordance with this act no intoxicating 
liquors shall be sold, given, or in any way disposed of to any minor or intoxicated 
person, or to any habitual drunkard, or to any person who is in the habit of becoming 
intoxicated, if such last-named person's wife, son, daughter, mother, father, or other 

Serson legitimately dependent upon such person shall, in writing, request that the 
censee wiall not sell or furnish intoxicating liquors to such person, nor between the 
hours of ten o'clock in the evening and seven o'clock in the morning, during which 
last-named hours, and on Sundays and legal holidays, every barroom and other place 
where intoxicating liquors are sold shall be kept closed for all purposes, and during^ 
which hours and on Sundays and legal holidays no intoxicating liquors shall be sold 
or otherwise dispensed; that no minor under the age of eighteen years shall be allowed 
to enter or be permitted to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, 
other than a hotel; that the interior of every barroom shall at all times be exposed 
to full view from the street without obstruction by screens, blinds, curtains, stained 
glass, bottles, boxes, signs, or other material, except clubs licensed under this act 
and hotels having only an interior barroom, which snail be exposed to full view from 
the corridors or passageways along the entrance to such barroom: Provided further, 
That the excise board shall fix the hours, except on Sundays and le^ holidays and 
between the hours of twelve o'clock midnight and seven o'clock m the mornings 
during which such a club as provided in section five of this act may sell liquors to its 
members. 

Sec. 8. Every wife, child, parent, guardian, employer, or other person who shall be 
injured in person or property or means of support by any intoxicated person, or in 
consequence of intoxication of any person, shall have a right of action for all damages 
actually sustained, in his or her own name against any person, individual, or corpora- 
tion who shall, by selling, bartering, giving away, or otherwise furnishing intoxicating 
liquors, have caused intoxication of such person. On the trial of any such suit proof 
that the defendant or defendants sold, bartered, gave away, or furnished such liquors 
to such intoxicated person on the day, or about the time (and prior thereto) of such 
injury, shall be prima facie evidence that the liquor so sold, bartered, given away, or 
otherwise furnished caused such intoxication. In any action by a married woman or 
other person legally entitled to recover damages for loss of support caused by such 
intoxication, it shall only be necessary to prove that the defendant or defendants has 
or have given, bartered, sold, or otherwise furnished intoxicating liquor of any kind 
to such person during the period when such cause of action shall nave accrued. 

Sec. 9. That any minor, for the purpose of evading the provisions of the preceding 
section, who falsely represents his age shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and 
be fined for each offense not more than fifty dollars, and in aefault in the payment of 
such fine shall be imprisoned in the worknouse of said District not exceeding thirty 
days. 

Sec. 10. That no license under this act shall be issued for a longer period than one 
year, and the year shall begin on the first day of November and end on the last day of 
October following; and no license shall be transferred by the licensee to any other 
person or to any other place, except with the written consent of the excise board upon 
a regular application therefor in writing, and then only on the transferee obtaining 
the consent of a majority of the real-estate owners and resident housekeepers, as pro- 
vided in section six of this act; and the fee to be paid by the party applying for such 
transfer shall be two dollars, which shall be paid to the collector of taxes of the District 
before such transfer is made: Provided, That the excise board shall not allow the 
transfer of the license of any person against whom there are pending in the courts or 
before the excise board charges of keeping a disorderly house or violating the excise 
laws or the laws against gambling in the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 11. That every person receiving a license to sell liquor under this act shall 
frame the same under glass and place it m a conspicuous place in his place of business, 
so that anyone entering such place may easily read such license. 

Sec. 12. That all applicants for license and persons holding licenses under this act 
shall allow the duly authorized inspector of the excise board full opportunity and 
every facility to examine, at any time during business hours, the premises where 
intoxicating liquor is sold, or for which a license is asked or has been granted; and the 
same opportunity and facility shall be afforded, by the licensee or some person acting 
in his stead, any member of the Metropolitan police force who has reasonable belief 
that the law is being violated to enter and examine at all times such licensed places, 
and no person or persons shall obstruct, hinder, or in any manner molest such inspector 
or oflScer, provided such inspector or oflScer exhibits a badge showing he is such 
inspector or oflScer. 

Sec. 13. That regularly licensed drugdsts or pharmacists shall not be required to 

obtain license under the provisions of mis act, but they shall not sell intoxicating 

Jiquois, nor compound, nor mix and composition thereof, nor sell pure grain alcohol 
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or any malt extract, or other proprietary medicines containing more than two per 
centum of alcohol, except upon a written and bona fide prescription of a duly licensed 
and regularly practicing physician in the District of Columbia, whose name shall be 
signed thereto; such prescription shall be numbered in the order of receiving, and 
shall be canceled by writing on it the word "canceled " and the date on which it waa 
presented and filled, and kept on file in consecutive order subject to public inspection 
at all times during business hours. No such prescription shall be filled more than 
once: Provided, That every drumst or pharmacist selling intoxicating liquors as 
herein i)rovided shall keep a bo^ provided for the purpose and shall enter therein 
at the time of every sale a true record of the date oi the sale, the name of the pur- 
chaser, who shall sign his name in said book as a part of the entry, his residence (g^iving 
the street and house number if there be such), the kind and quantity and price of 
such liquor, the purpose for which it was sold, and the name of the physician ^ving 
the prescription Uierefor. Such book shall be open to public inspection auring 
business hours, and shall be in form substantially as follows: 



Date. 


Name of 
purchaser. 


Residence. 


Kind and 

quantity. 

• 


Purpose of 
use. 


Price. 


Name of 
physician. 


Signature of 
purchaser. 


1 

















Said book shall be produced before the excise board or the courts when required. 

Any druggist or pharmacist who shall sell or dispense any intoxicating liauors 
except in such manner as provided in this section, or who shall ^il or refuse to Keep 
the record herein requirea, or who shall refill any prescription, or who shall violate 
any other provision of this section shall be guilty of illegal selling, and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be subject to the penalties prescribed m section fifteen of this act. 
Upon a second conviction for said offense, m addition to the |>enalties prescribed in 
said section fifteen, it shall be a part of tne judgment of conviction that the license 
to practice pharmacy of such druggist or pharmacist be revoked, and the court before 
whom such person shall be tried jand convicted shall caiise a certified copy of such 
judgment of conviction to be certified to the board having authority to issue such 
license. 

Any physician who shall prescribe any such intoxicating liquors except for treat- 
ment of disease which, after nis own personal diagnosis, he ^all deem to require such 
treatment shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined not less than nfty dollars nor more than two hundred dollars, and in 
de^ult of payment of said fine shall be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse tar 
not less than thirty nor more than ninety days; and upon a second conviction for said 
offense, in addition to the penalty above provided, it shall be a part of the judgment of 
conviction that the license to practice medicine of such physician be revoked, and the 
court before whom such person shall be tried and convicted shall cause a certified 
copy of such judgment of conviction to be certified to the board having authority to 
issue such license. 

Sec. 14. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, club, or association 
manufacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping for sale, trafficking in, bartering, 
exchanging for goods, or otherwise furnishing any intoxicating liquors in the District 
of Columbia wiuiout first having obtained a license as herein provided, or shall manu- 
facture, sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, exchange for goods, give away, 
or otherwise furnish, solicit, or receive orders for intoxicating liquors in any part, sec- 
tion, or district of the District of Columbia wherein the same is prohibited by law, upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined not less than two hundred and fifty dollars nor more 
than eight hundred dollars, and in default in the payment of such fine be imprisoned 
in the District jail or workhouse for not less than two months nor more than six months; 
and upon every subsequent conviction for such offense shall, in addition to the penalty 
named, to wit, a fine of not less than two hundred and fifty dollars nor more tlian 
eight hundred dollars, be imprisoned in the workhouse of the District of Columbia 
not less than three months nor more than one year. 

Sec. 15. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, or club, having 
obtained a license under this act, who shall violate any of its provisions shall, upon 
conviction of such violation, be fined not less than one hundred dollars nor more than 
five hundred dollars, and the excise board may, in its discretion, revoke the license; 
and upon a second conviction of such violation such licensee shall be fined not less than 
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two hundred dollars nor more than five hundred dollars, and in addition to such fine 
the excise board shall immediately revoke the license. That upon the conviction of 
Eny licensee of keeping a disorderly or disreputable place it shall be the duty of the 
excise board to immediately revoke the license of such convicted licensee, and after 
•uch revocation no license shall again be granted to him for said place or elsewhere, 
nor shall a license be granted to anyone else for said place for a period of three yearfi 
from the date of said revocation of license. 

Sbc. 16. That a license for any of the purposes specified in any section of this act, 
mcluding hotels and clubs, shall not be granted to any person to conduct such busi- 
ness within one thousand feet of a public schoolhouse owned or occupied as a whole 
or in part by the District of Columbia, public park or public playgrounds, any private 
Bchool, college, or university, or any place of religious worsnip owned or occupied a6 
a whole or in part by a religious society or organization for regular public worship, 
measured between the nearest entrance to each by the shortest course oi travel between 
such place of business and public schoolhouse, public park, public playground, or 
any private school, college, or university, or place of religious worship; nor shall any 
license be granted for any place confronting tne Capitol grounds or the grounds imme- 
diately surrounding and connected with any bunding or buildings owned or con- 
troUea by the United States or District of Columbia for public purposes, or located 
directly opposite any government reservation: Provided^ That no license shall be 
granted to any hotel with less than fifty bona fide bedrooms for ^ests: And provided 
further^ That no license be granted to sell intoxicating liquors, including beer, ale, 
and wine, in any station or waiting room or depot of any steam or electric railroad or 
other carrier for the transportation of passengers within the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 17. That no licensee under this act shall employ or permit to be employed, or 
allow any female or any minor, or any person convicted of crime, to sell, give, furnish, 
or distribute any intoxicating liquors, or any admixture thereof, to any person or per- 
sons, nor permit the playing of pool or billiards, or any other games whatever, in the 
room where such liquors are sola or drunk, or in any adjoining or intercommunicating 
room; nor shall he, except in the case of hotels and clubs, permit the playing of music 
or theatricals of any kind, or provide other amusements in his place of business or in 
connection therewith. Nor snail any barroom licensee establish more than one bar 
under his license, and the sale or dispensing of liauors, except in case of hotels and 
clubs, shall be confined to the room in which said bar is located; nor shall he furnish 
his barroom with chairs or tables for the use of patrons, 6r pictures or mirrors, nor pro- 
vide or permit to be used more than one entrance to said barroom from the street, 
which entrance shall be the one mentioned in his application for license. 

Nor shall any licensee sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating liquors, to be 
earned away in buckets, pitchers, or other vessels, except sealed bottles or in original 
packages; nor in the case of a barroom shall he sell, give, furnish, or distribute any 
mtoxicating liquors to any female, nor permit the entrance into or remaining in or 
about the barroom of said licensee any female except bona fide guests of hotels ordering 
liquors with regular meals in the dining rooms of licensed hotels, as provided in sec- 
tion sixteen of this act. 

Sec. 18. That all applicants who have had a license during the preceding year who 
80 desire shall apply for a renewal of such license on or before the first day of Novem- 
ber of each license year, and shall be permitted to continue business until license 
■hall be granted or refused by the excise board, but not longer than December fifteenth 
following the beginning of the license year; except that at the beginning of the first 
license year after the passage of this act said time may be extended by the excise board 
until January fifteenth ; but in all cases of refusal to grant license such proportion of the 
license fee as may have been due shall be deducted and retained from the sum 
deposited therefor as the time from the first day of November to the date of such 
renisal bears to the entire license year, except as hereinafter provided in this section: 
Providedj That in the event of the death of a person having a license under this act 
during a license year there shall be refunded to the personal representative of the 
deceased such amount of the license fee in proportion to the unexpired part of the 
ficense year: Provided y That the minimum portion of said license fee to be retained 
for any portion of the license year, irrespective of its proportion to the entire year, 
shall be two hundred dollars in the case of barroom licenses and one hundred dollars 
In the case of wholesale licenses. 

Sec. 19. That whoever fraudulently transfers any real estate or interest or interests 
in real estate to others for the purpose of increasing the number of real estate owners in 
any city, square, or district outside of the city in favor of or against the granting of 
any license to manufacture or sell intoxicating liquor under the provisions of section 
six of this act, or whoever bribes, boycotts, or intimidates, or attempts to bribe, 
boycott, or intimidate, any owner of real estate or any resident housekeeper in the 
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interest of or against the granting of any license to manufacture or sell into^cating 
liquor, or whoever removes any person from his employ or threatens to remove any 
person from his employ or under his control, either directly or indirectly, in order 
to secure the permission retjuired under the provisions of section six of this act, or to 
keep such person from signing such permission, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and 
shall, upon conviction thereof in the police court, be fined not less than two hundred 
dollars nor more than five hundred dollars. The signatmre of any person which shall 
be proved to have been secured to such permission by bribery, boycott, or intimidation 
shall be striken by the excise board from such petition. 

Sec. 20. That no license, either wholesale or oarroom, shall be issued to any person 
or for any place located within one thousand feet of the grounds of the marine barracks, 
the War College and engineer barracks, and the navy-yard in the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 21. That any person assisting in or aiding and abetting the violation of any of 
the provisions of tins act shall be guilty of a miSiemeanor, and on conviction thereof 
shall be fined not less than fifty dollars nor more than one hundred dollars or be impris- 
oned in the District jail or workhouse for not more than three months for each and 
overy offense: Provided, That no witness shall be excused from testifying in any case 
brought under this act on the ground that his answer may tend to incriminate him; 
but no witness so testifying shall thereafter be prosecuted for a violation of any pro- 
vision of this act concerning which such witness may have testified. 

Sec 22. That prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this act shall be on 
information filed in the police court by the attorney of the District 'of Columbia, by 
whatever name designated, or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, ana 
tsaid attorney or his assistants shall file such information upon the presentation to him 
or his assistants of sworn information that the law has been violated; and such attorney 
and his assistants shall have power to administer oaths to such person or persons, com- 
plainants, and such others as present themselves, and anyone making a false oath to 
xuiy material fact shall be deemed guilty of perjury and subject to the same penalties 
as now provided by law for such onense. 

Sec. 23. That if one or more persons who are competent witnesses shall charge 
on oath or afiSrmation before the attorney of the District of Columbia, by whatever 
name designated, or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, representing 
that any person, company, copartnership, association, club, or corporation has or 
have violated or is violating the provisions of this act by manufacturing, selling, 
offering for sale, keeping for sale, traflScking in, bartering, exchanging lor goods, 

giving away, or otherwise furnishing intoxicating liquor wimout license or in a pro- 
ibited district or section, and shall request said attorney or any of his assistants 
duly authorized to act for him to issue a warrant, said attorney or any of his assistants 
shall issue such warrant, in which warrant the house, building, or other place in 
which the violation is alleged to have occurred or is occurring shall be specifically 
described, and said warrant shall be placed in the hands of the captain or acting 
captain of the police precinct in which the house, building, or other place above 
referred to is* located, commanding him at once to thoroughly search said described 
house, building, or other place and the appurtenances thereof, and if any such shall 
be found, to take into his possession and safely keep, to be produced as evidence 
when required, all intoxicating liquors (if the same shall be found in quantities and 
in condition to suggest that it is kept for sale), and all the means of dispensing same, 
also all the paraphernalia or part of the paraphernalia of a barroom or other intoxi- 
cating liquor establishment, and any United States internal-revenue tax receipt or 
certificate for the sale of intoxicating liquor effective for the period of time covering 
the alleged offense, and forthwith report all the facts to the attorney of the District of 
Columbia; and such intoxicating liquor or the means for dispensing same, or the 
paraphernalia of a barroom or other intoxicating liquor establishment, or any United 
States internal-revenue tax receipt or certificate for the sale of intoxicating liquor 
effective as aforesaid, shall be prima facie evidence of the violation of the provisions 
of section one of this act as cnaiised or presented. If the accused shall be found 
guilty, the intoxicating liquor so seized shall, after the trial and time for writ of error, 
if no writ of error is taken, be destroyed by the police department; if the accused 
be found not guilty, the whole shall be held as his, its, or their property, or the prop* 
orty of the real owner. 

Sec 24. That it shall not be necessary in order to convict any person, company, 
association, club, or corporation, his, its, or their agents, officers, clerks, or servants, 
of manufacturing or selling intoxicating liquors without license, or in any section of 
the District of Columbia where the manufacture and sale is prohibited to prove the 
actual sale, delivery of, or payment for any intoxicating liquors, but the evidence of 
having or keeping them in hand or offering to sell or barter, exchanging for goods or 
merchandise, shall be sufficient to convict; nor shall it be necessary in a. '^'^rs^ssS. ^st 
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in information to specify the particular kind of liquor manufactured, sold, offered for 
sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for goods or merchandise, or 
orders solicited or received for the purchase of intoxicating liquor, but it shall be 
sufficient to allege in the warrant or information that the accused manufactured, sold, 
offered for sale. Kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for goods or mer- 
chandise, solicited for or received orders for intoxicating liquors, or kept it deposited 
to sell or barter or give away. 

Sec. 25. That every person who shall within the District of Columbia directly or 
indirectly keep or maintain, by himself or by associating or combining with others, 
or who snail in any manner aid, abet, or assist in keeping or maintaining any club- 
room or other place in which any intoxicating liquors the sale of which without a 
license is promoted by this act is received or kept lor the purpose of use, sale, barter, 
giving away, or otherwise furnishing or for distribution or division among the members 
of any club or association by any means whatever, without first having a license so to 
do, or in sections of the District wherein the sale of intoxicating liquor is prohibited, 
and every person who shall use, sell, barter, give away, or otherwise furnish, distribute, 
or divide any such liquors so received or kept shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and 
subject to the penalties prescribed in section fourteen oi this act. 

Sec. 26. That any person who shall, in any public place, or in or upon any passenger 
coach, street car, or in or upon any other vehicle commonly used for the transportation 
of passengers, or in or about any depot, platform, waiting station, or room connected 
therewith, drink any intoxicating liquor of any kind, or if any person shall be drunk 
or intoxicated in any public or private road or in any passenger coach, street car, or 
any public place or building, or at any public gathering, or if any person shall be 
druuK or intoxicated and shall disturb the peace of any person, he shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of not less than 
ten dollars nor more than one hundred dollars, or by imprisonment for not less than 
five days nor more than thirty days, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

Sec. 27. That it shall be unlawful for any licensee under the provisions of this act to 
furnish or offer to furnish any free food or other gift of any kind or description to those 
buying or to prospective buyers of any of the liquors which said licensee offers or 
keeps for sale. 

Sec. 28. That the issuance of an internal-revenue special tax receipt or certificate 
by the United States to any person as a wholesale or retail dealer in distilled liquors or 
in malt liquors at any place within the District of Columbia shall be prima facie evi- 
dence of the sale of intoxicating liquors by such person at such place, or at any other 
place of business of such person in tne District where such special tax receipt is posted 
and at the time charged in any prosecution under this act, but such time must be 
within the life of such receipt or certificate. 

Sec. 29. That in the interpretation of this act words of singular number shall be 
deemed to include their plurals, and words of masculine gender shall be deemed to 
include the feminine, as the case may be. 

The words "give away" where they occur in this act shall not apply to the giving 
away of intoxicating liquors to bona fide guests by any person in his private dwelling, 
unless such private dwelling is or shall become a place of public resort. 

Sec. 30. That the excise board shall not issue in any year more than one barroom 
license to every one thousand of the population within the fire limits of the city of 
Washington as ascertained by the annual census taken by the police department. 

Sec. 31. That this act be in full force and effect from and after its passage, and 
shall be in lieu of and as a substitute for all existing laws and regulations in the 
District of Columbia in relation to the sale of intoxicating liquors in said District, 
except such laws as prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in certain defined sec- 
tions or parts of the District; and all laws and parts of laws inconsistent with this 
act, except such prohibitive laws above referred to, be, and they are hereby, repealed. 

The Chairman. I think these communications had better be read. 
They are as follows : 

Office Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 

Washington^ January 22 , 1910. 
Hon. J. H. Gallinger, 

Chairman of Committee on District of Columbia, 

United States Senate. 

Sir: The commissioners have the honor to report with respect to S. 5473, Sixtjr- 
first Congress, second session, entitled "A bill to better regulate the traffic in intoxi- 
cating liquors in the District of Columbia," that they renew the following recom- 
mendations made to Congress on Julv 26, 1909, and previously, in reporting upon 
the various bills referred to them on tne subject. 



BBGULATION OF LIQUOB TRAFFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. H 

Fiist. That the prolubition zones be increased in number so as to cover the neigh- 
borhood of the navy-yard and marine barracks and the War College and engineer 
barracks. 

Second. That no barroom license be issued, renewed, or transferred without the 
consent in writing of the majority of all property owners and of M tenants in the 
square in which it is to be used, and the four squares confronting that square, and 
that a license shall be revoked upon the conviction or the forfeiture of collateral in 
one case. 

Third. That no license shall be issued, renewed, or transferred for use in any saloon 
within 400 feet of any building used for a public or private school, or other educational 
institution or playground, or any house of worship, or place regularly used for worship, 
or religious institution. 

Fourth. That the so-called "growler" trade be prohibited. 

Fifth. That the law be strei^hened so as to prevent imitation hotels and clubs 
obtaining licenses. 

Very respectfully, 

Henry B. F. Macfabland, 
President of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 



Office Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 

Washington^ February 12, 1910. 
Hon. J. H. Gallinoer, 

Chairman of Committee on District of Columbia, 

United States Senate. 

Sm: The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have the honor to make the 
following further report upon Senate bill 5473 of the present session, entitled **A bill 
to better regulate the traffic in intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia." 

The board of commissioners can not approve the provisions of this bill for the reason 
that it deems the change proposed in the composition of the excise board most unde- 
sirable and does not think it necessary to enlarge the zones of prohibition as proposed. 
The board of Commissioners would favor a stronger measure to prevent mutation 
clubs and hotels obtaining licenses and to regulate the so-called ** growler" traffic so 
that only adults might purchase beer in common receptacles. The existing law seems 
to cover all other features satisfactorily. 
Very respectfully. 

Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
By Cuno H. Rudolph, President. 

I will also have inserted in the proceedings the last report of the 
excise board of the District of Columbia, which is as follows: 

[House Document No. 758, Sixty-first Congress, second session.] 

Office Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 

Washington, March 5, 1910. 

Dear Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith a report of the operations of the 
excise board of the District of Columbia for the license year ending October 31, 1909, 
pursuant to the requirements of section 2 of an act of Congress approved March 3, 1893 ^ 
entitled * * An act regulating the sale of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia. * ' 

Very respectfully submitted. 

Board of Commissioners of District of Columbia. 
By Cuno H. Rudolph, President. 

Hon. Joseph G. Cannon, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
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Washinoton, JfarcA S, 1910. 

Sib: The excise board of the District of Columbia, compoeed of the board of Hasiat- 
ant aesBsaora. has the honor to submit, m compliance with section 2 of the act of Con- 
gress ap>proved March 3, 1S93, entitled "An act reg:uIatinK the sale of intoxicatiiw 
liqnors in the District of Columbia," a report of its actioa for the license year ended 
October 31 1909. 

During the year b^ioning with November 1, 190S, and endini^ October 31, 1909, 
626 barroom licensee were granted and 13 were rejected; 134 wholesale liquor licensee 
were fevorably acted on and 3 were disallowed. 

Numbero/lieenHdliquorplacte in each police precinct for the year ending October SI, 1909. 
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From November 1, 1909, to this date 505 applications for barroom licensee have 
been approved and 6 rejected. During said period 122 applications for wholesale 
liquor licenses were allowed, none rejected, and 3 are pending. Of the 524 appUca- . 
tions for barroom licenses filed since October 1, 1909, 13 remain unacted on. 

From March 3, 1909, to March 2, 1910, 71 persons were convicted of violating the 
excise law; of this number 4 were licensed dealeis. During said period 15 persoiu 
were permitted to forfeit collateral, 3 of whom were licensed dealers. Fines to the 
amount of t24,250 were imposed, of which amount tOOO was collected, leaving 923,660 
uncoUected; (2,550 vras forfeited aa collateral. Many persons convicted served out a 
workhouse or jail sentence instead of paying the fine imposed. 

There are some desirable changes in flie laws relating to Uie sale of intoiicating 
liquors which should be made for the more efiectual regulation of the traffic, and i{ 
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^OD. JoBBPB G. Cannon, 

Speaier Ifouie o/ Repre»entatm 



Wm. p. Richarhs, 

A. McKenzib, 
Samuel T. Kalbfus, 
E. G. Davis, 
Excise Board of the Diitriet of Columbia. 
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Mr. Dinwiddle, you may proceed in your own way for three-quarters 
of an hour. 

STATEMENT OF VR. E. C. DIHWIDDIE. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
it occurred to me that possibly a brief statement as to the provisions 
of the bill, so far as I can make it, at the opening would be in place 
at this time. In the first place, the first section of this bill defines 
what shall be considered intoxicating liquors and states who shall 
not be permitted to engage in the tramc. This has been found to be 
necessary, and, of course, desirable. A statement of what shall con- 
stitute intoxicating liquors has been found valuable in every code of 
liquor laws enacted anywhere. 

Section 2 provides for the excise board for the District of Columbia, 
in whose hands shall be placed the entire matter of granting and 
refusing Ucenses to sell mtoxicating liquors within the District. 
There is a change in section 2 from the existing law, which is pro- 
posed in this bill. The present excise commissioners are the asses- 
sors of the District, who are charged primarDy with the matter of 
raising money for the conduct of the District affairs. It has been 
deemed desirable here, from almost every standpoint, to provide for 
an excise board whose primary duty shall not be the raising of 
revenue, so that the board in the conduct of its excise work can 
take into consideration especially the question as to the necessity — 
if I may use that expression, and I do not use it of my own notion — 
the necessity or the desirabihty for granting licenses in particular 
neighborhoods and having some regard to the character of the place 
and the character of those who are applicants for the license. The 
proposition is here that the judge of tne juvenile court, having to do 
with youthful offenders against the peace of the city; the health 
officer, having to do with the health conditions of the city, and which 
we claim beyond question are more or less tied up with the propo- 
sition before us at this, time ; and one of the inspectors of the police 
department, the department charged with preserving order and 
peace in the community, which is unquestionably largely disturbed 
by the present traffic in intoxicating liquors — that these shall be 
designated as the excise board. There are practically no other 
changes in that section, except that it is not mandatory upon the 
board to either grant or refuse licenses. 

Sections 3 and 4 of the proposed act are practically the same as in 
the existing law. 

There are some minor changes in section 4, but sections 3 and 4 are 
practically the present law in the District. 

Section 5 is practically the same, except that the brewers and the 
wholesale Hquor dealers are required to take out appropriate Ucenses, 
respectively. 

section 6 is a section in which considerable change is proposed from 
the existing law. This is a section in which the dry areas are pro- 
vided. I should say section 6 is the section in which the permission 
of persons in the neighborhood in which it is desired to locate a 
saloon shall be secured and presented to tke ^^.o^s*^ \5<^'«j2sl^ ^^?>Jv^ *<ic^ 
appUcation. The present law is that tk^ a^^^^\v\,\<5rt\^$^^^^^'"^.'^^ 
District of CoJumbia shaU present mt\i \i^ w^j^Xy^^NJ^ov^ N^^ -^^\2^^ 
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permission of a majority of the residents occupying houses and the 
owners of property on both sides of the street on which he is located, 
between the intersecting streets. That is the present law. 

The Chairman. Does the present law requu'e that to be renewed 
yearly ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. The law and the practice is that when a man gets 
a license once he has got it for all time, practically, unless he is suc- 
cessfully remonstrated against. It is not a yearly affair, as it is in 
practically every other section of the country. I may say in passing, 
what I am sure can not be successfully refuted, that this is the one 
law of which I have any knowledge in which the burden is practically 
removed from the applicant for Ucense and shifted to the citizenship 
of the community, practically every other State and every other 
municipality of which I have anv knowledge, and I have some knowl- 
edge or them from one end of the country to the other, put the 
burden upon the appUcant for license. Here we have seemea to pro- 
ceed heretofore on the other theory, that the saloon keeper shall have 
his own way and the responsibility — the burden — shall be placed 
upon the citizenship of the community not engaged in the business 
to successfully combat him. This section provides he shall have not 
only the written consent of a majority of the residents keeping house 
ana the owners of property within tne block in which he is located 
but also within the five nearest blocks. 

Now, I am frank to say that was done because the commissioners — 
not the commissioners who have just entered upon the discharge of 
their duties in the city, but the commissioners who have been the 
managing officials of the city for the last seven or eight years, and 
who just went out of office about the first of the year — having had 
the matter before them on a great many occasions, agreed unani- 
mously on a recommendation to Congress, that the applicant should 
secure the written permission of the residents in his entire block and 
in the four confronting blocks. In drawing a diagram of what they 
would mean, we came to the conclusion that it would be just as 
defensible to make it five as to make it four, because if the saloon 
were located in a particular part of a block, a man in the fifth block 
would be just as vitally interested in the character of his neighbor- 
hood and m the presence of the saloon as a man located in any of the 
other four blocks that were seemingly contemplated by the recom- 
mendation of the commissioners. It was for that reason that the 
number of blocks was made five instead of four. A diagram would 
show this clearly where the mere statement might not be appre- 
ciated. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this is probably as good a time to speak of 

this as any other, but this is not an unreasonable provision. Almost 

identically such a provision operates in very many of the States, and 

in the major part of the municipalities throughout the country, where 

there has gotten to be an almost universal recognition of the right of 

the people living in a neighborhood to have something to say about 

its cnaracter, something to say about the character of business that 

should be conducted in their immediate locality. A number of the 

States have a provision, not only that municipal local option shall 

prevail^ to shj nothing of the higher units that are in vogue hi many 

of the commonwealths, but they shall take especially the residential 

sections of the city and map out the territory , olten Wme^ «t\fto«f^^ , 
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and within that territory, if a majority of the people are opposed to 
saloons, they shall not go. We accomplish tne same thing in this 
bill by requiring the saloon keeper to get a majority of these same 
persons to sign his application for license. The procedure in most 
cities and States would be perfectly satisfactory to the proponents of 
this measure if the District of Columbia had suffrage, a question as to 
which there is a very marked difference of opinion here. We could 
not get that at this time, but if the people were living m a munici- 
pality where suffrage obtains, we could easil}^ accomplish the same 
results by having the question voted upon in a plebecite by the 
people of the community affected. That is impossible under the 
conditions here, and so we attempt to arrive at it in a manner prac- 
ticable under existing conditions, namely by having the saloon 
keeper required to secure the signatures of the residents of that 
section afltected to his application for license, granting him per- 
mission so to do. 

Now, most of the other features of this bill, I think, are also entirely 
defensible. I think there is no feature in this bill that is not embodied 
in legislation in possibly a majority of the States. Provision is made 
against the sale of liquors to minors, against the sale of liquors on 
Sundays, and of course, we have that legislation now. Then also the 
number of hours during which saloons can be open, and methods of 
conducting their business, are provided in this proposed bill. 

The Chairman. What change do you propose ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. We propose to change tne closing time from 12 
o'clock midnight to 10 o'clock at night, and the opening hour from 4 
o'clock in the morning until 7 o'clock in the morning. The ridiculous 
hours in vogue in the city of Washington are from 4 o'clock in the 
morning until 12 o'clock at night. 

The Chairman. They sell now twenty hours out of the twenty-four. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Yes ; I hardly know of any other place except in 
some of the large metropolises in which they practically do not nave 
shorter hours. 

The Chairman. Is the sale of intoxicating liquors prohibited in 
this District on legal hoUdays ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I was going on to say that it is prohibited in this 
bill also on legal holidays. 

The Chairman. It is not prohibited under existing law ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. It is not. That is another change proposed in 
this bill. Then there is a provision here by which me law against 
the sale of Uquors to minors will be, we believe, better enforceable 
than is the case at the present time. I may say that there are two 
features of the present law in the District of Columbia that are 
pecuUarly obnoxious and nonenforceable under present conditions. 
One is with reference to the sale of liquor to minors and the other is 
with reference to the presence of minors and women in saloons. One 
feature of this bill is that we propose to absolutely prohibit the sale 
of liquors to minors, and then we make it a misdemeanor on the part 
of the minor to wrongly give his age to a saloon keeper. We put the 
burden upon the saloon keeper, and yet we protect nim by making it 
unlawful for a minor to misrepresent his «^?|^. Tkns»\% ^<^w\i '^^Si^.Sa. 
in manv of the Commonwealths oi t\ie\3moxvm ^o\mfeOC^ft^^^^^J^*^'^ 
code of liquor laws. There has been a ^.oo^l dLe'sJS. o\ V^i^ ^^^^^^^^ 



16 REGULATION OF LIQUOR TRAFFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

concerning certain difficulties connected with the sale of liquors to 
young people, and particularly to young boys and young girls, in the 
saloons of Washington. Those matters have been pretty thoroughly 
aired in the newspapers of the city, and I think there has been a very 
general feeling on the part of the citizenship of our city that those 
difficulties ought to cease, and those operations on the part of saloon 
keepers in allowing these people upon their premises and drinking in 
their places ought to stop. 

I may say here in passing that in connection with that and in con- 
nection with the so-called ^'growler'' trade, which I think you all 
understand, we do not want to leave it, we do not believe it is proper 
or necessary to leave it, simply so that an order may be issued by 
the commissioners or the excise board to cover that point. If it is a 

f)roper thing that the growler trade ought to be stopped, if the free- 
unch business ought to cease, if minors and females ought to be 
excluded from saloons, it ought to rest upon authority of law, and 
not simply upon the dictum of the commissioners or the excise board, 
and so those things have been put into the bill. 

There is a further provision m the bill whereby liquor drinking is 
not to take place on board of any cars — steam, electric, or cable, or 
otherwise operated — within the District of Columbia. I think that 
is a very salutary provision. It is .a provision that is gaining ground 
over the country in the legislatures or the different States. I happen 
to know that in the last several years a number of States that have 
been adopting new codes on this question or revising their old codes 
have inserted that provision. This is particularly true of the South- 
ern States, and has been found to be a verv salutary provision. I 
do not need to refer to this — to an actual crime which happened 
outside of the District line, but which nevertheless had its inception 
on a train in the District of Columbia, just a few days ago — ^when a 
man murdered two men on the Royal Limited of the Baltimore and 
Ohio en route from here to New York, having been drinking heavily 
on the train on that railroad, and before he got through he snuffed 
out the lives of two men and then his own was lost in the scrimmage 
when they tried to apprehend him at the city of Wilmington. We 
have had some experience which the newspapers have told us about 
here in the city of Washington with regard to men in a drunken con- 
dition on street cars and upon the trains in the District of Columbia. 
That possibly is not provided here, but that could be covered by 
railroad regulations, and no common carrier ought to take a man on 
its train — nor should a street car or traction car — in a drunken con- 
dition. He is always a menace, apt to do very serious injury to his 
fellow passengers, and the best that we are doing here is to get at that 
difficulty by providing that there shall be no sale of intoxicating 
liquors m any stations or waiting rooms of these carriers, and that 
there shall be no drinking upon the cars. 

There is a provision here that proposes to regulate as far as possible 
and to overcome the obnoxious features of what is known as the fake 
club nuisance; something to which the Commissioners themselves 
directed the attention of Congress in their report to which the chair- 
man referred, and which is to be made a part of the record. 
Then there are the prohibition zones surrounding the marine bar- 
racks, and the arsenal, and the other places oi \lia\, kiiid mentioned 
ih the bill. They were aJJ unanimously xecoimxieTideA.Vj \>afc^o%x^ 
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of Commissioners for the District of Columbia, who have had seven 
or eight years' service, recently retired from that position. 

There are other valuable features of this bill. Section 17 provides 
that ' ^ no Ucensee under the act shall employ or permit to be employed, 
or allow any female or minor or any person convicted of crime to sell, 
give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating liquors or any admixture 
thereof to any person or persons in his place of business.'' I think it 
would go without saying that that is a valuable and salutary pro- 
vision which ought to be enacted into law. 

The Chairman. I think you ought to be a little more explicit in 
reference to section 16. Do you not propose a very radical departure 
from existing law in that section ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I did not mean to omit section 16. 

The Chairman. As to the zone of prohibition. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. That is right. I passed over that. Section 16 
provides that no license shall be granted to any person within 1,000 
feet of a public schoolhouse owned or occupied, as a whole or in part 
by the District of Columbia, a public park or public playgrounds or 
any private school, college, or. university, or any place of religious 
worship owned or occupied as a whole or m part by a religious society 
or organization for regular public worship 

The Chairman. In other words, you have extended the zone from 
400 feet to 1,000 feet? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Yes. The present law is 400 feet. The proposed 
bill makes it 1,000 feet. That is the proposed change in the existing 
law. 

The Chairman. If this should become a law, would it be applicable 
to existing saloons ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Yes; it would imless there is some exception, and 
we have not provided for the exception, because that has been one of 
the difficulties with our present law. I omitted to say a while ago 
when I was speaking of two difficulties in connection with the present 
law, one was with the word "knowingly,'' which was put m with 
reference to the sale of liquors to minors, which practically rendered 
it nugatory, and the other was that the old provision against the 
presence of a saloon within 400 feet of a church, etc., was rendered 
practically valueless in the city by putting a provision in whereby it 
would not apply to any saloon that was there before the church was 
located, or to any license that was already in existence — something 
I practically never heard of before, because it practically indicated 
that a man nad a vested license in the liquor business in the District of 
Columbia, which he possesses practically nowhere else. 

Senator Bulkeley. Would not that provision practically prohibit 
the granting of any Ucense whatever — tnis section 16 ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Well, of course I can not answer that question 
directly. I have not made the measurements. 

Senator Bulkeley. No, no ; but you are somewhat f amiUar with 
it. Would it not, including all those restrictions and exceptions that 
are made, practically prohibit in most of the sections of tne city the 
granting or any Ucense ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I am very frank to say that I have the impression 
that it would in the residential districts of the city, and I have not 
any hesitation in saying that that was the intention. 

Senator Bulkeley. Not to have any Ucense ? 

42205—10 2 
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Mr. DiNWiDDiE. No; in the residential sections of the city. I am 
not sure about the downtown districts, but I think it would in the 
residential sections, and I think they ought to be prohibited in the 
residential sections. 

Senator Bulkeley. I was not locating any particular section. I 
was only asking what the effect of it was. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I am really not prepared to answer the question 
for the downtown districts, for I am not so f amiUar with measurements 
there. 

The Chairman. One other proposed change. I recall the fact that 
when the present law was enacted I somewhat strenuously insisted 
that hotels ought to have 50 bedrooms to be entitled to be classed as 
hotels. I was outvoted on that. The present law defines a hotel to 
be a building with 25 bedrooms. You propose in this bill to increase 
it to 50. 

Mr. DINWIDDIE. Yes; we have taken the chairman's former sug- 
gestion on that. 

The Chairman. I am told that it was 20 originally and was then 
made 25. 

Mr. DiNWTDDiE. That is right. We have had so much experience 
in some sections of the country with respect to fake hotels that it 
seems that a hotel in order to come within the privileges granted by 
this act, ought to be a hotel of some consequence and size, and ought 
to be bona nde. 

The Chairman. I think your bill Ukewise prohibits music and 
theatricals and that sort of thing in barrooms ? 

ifr. DiNWTDDiE. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you do away with screens ? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. Yes; there is an antiscreen section. 

The Chairman. I read the bill hurriedly and not very recently. 
I think I might say here that I am not the author of this bill, although 
I am credited with it. However, I do not say that apologeticalfy, 
but simply as a matter of fact. Does it provide for prohibiting 
females from serving in these estabUshments s 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. It does. I was just about to call attention to that. 

The Chairman. A very salutary prohibition, I should say. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. We tnink so. 

Senator Burkett. Is there a saloon in this station here [pointing 
toward the Union Station] ? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. Yes; there is a saloon in the Union Station, and 
I do not hesitate to say that it would be prohibited under the pro- 
visions of this act. I do not know that I ought to take the time to 
speak of that now, but my opinion is that under a strict and proper 
construction of the present law — I think there is a case going to be 
brought along this Ime — a saloon could not exist in the Union Sta- 
tion, nor do 1 think a saloon can get a lawful Ucense where it exists 
across from any such government reservation as is provided for in 
this bill or across from any government building or any place owned 
by the United States Government. The law provides that the appli- 
cant must have the signatures from a majority of the property 
owners on both sides of the street in the block in which he is located 
and between the intersecting streets, and I know there is no provi- 
s/on of law — and any officer would not undertake to do so without it — 
bjr which the United States Govemmeiit Yiaa gw^n V\» e^oT^aetA, \,<i 
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any license such as I have directed attention to, which is now in a 
place situated across from a government building or reservation in 
which the title is vested in the United States. I doubt very much 
whether a license can lawfully issue now for such place. We are not 
resting on that, however, but put the provision in here by which it 
shall not be done, though I do not think that under the proper con- 
struction of existing law it can occur. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall be very glad to answer any questions that 
may be propounded to me, but 1 think I ought to desist now and let 
others consume the first part of the time allotted to the proponents 
of the bill. 

The Chairman. You have exhausted twenty-five minutes of your 
time. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I thought about twenty-two or twenty-three 
minutes, but, then, that is all right. 

The Chairman. I think I made a mistake; perhaps it is twenty- 
three. I understand that we are to hear now from Mr. Shoemaker. 

Senator Carter. Before Mr. Dinwiddle takes his seat I would like 
to ask him a question. Section 16, you say, is identical with existing 
law save that it substitutes 1,000 feet for 400 feet? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. No; it adds some other features besides that. 
It includes other things — parks, playgrounds, etc. 

Senator Carter. PubUc parks and playgrounds are added to 
schools, colleges, and universities? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Yes. 

Senator Carter. Frankly, you understand that to be e(juivalent 
to providing for the prohibition of the sale of Uquor in the city or the 
issuance of a license ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. As I said in answer to the Senator from Con- 
necticut, I think it does with reference to the residential sections. 

Senator Carter. Oh, well, as to the business sections also ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I am not positive about that. 

Senator Carter. Well, reasonably positive, I suppose. But the 
question presented by section 16 is whether the sale of liquors shall be 
prohibited in the District of Columbia. That is, frankly speaking, 
the actual result of this ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. If that is ascertained to be true, and if it is not 
desired to be accomplished by the committee or by the Congress, of 
course that is a matter of detail which can be worked out, but I could 
not answer the question absolutely with reference to the downtown 
sections. 

Senator Paynter. Under that clause of the bill could there be a 
saloon on Pennsylvania avenue between here and the Treasury 
building ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Mr. Harvey shakes his head, indicating no. I am 
not sure about that. 

Senator Paynter. Don't you believe that is true? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. That may be true. 

Senator Bulkeley. Would not this provision, no matter how 
many feet were provided, ''nor shall any license be granted to any 
place confronting the Capitol grounds or the grounds immediately 
surrounded and connected with any building or buildings owned or 
controlled by the United States or the District of Columbia for 
pubUc purposes, or located directly opposite any government reser- 
vation, practically shut out all of that? 
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Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I think it would shut out a good many; yes. 

Senator Bradley. Under section 1 and section 14, I suppose that 
my friend Senator Carter, who never drinks anything — but I am 
illustrating a point — if he should have another Senator visit him in 
his room at the hotel and he should happen to give him a drink of 
whisky or of wine, would be subject to punishment under this law, 
not having a license. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I should say not. There is a provision in here 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is another provision that defines the 
phrase ''giving away.'' 

Senator Bradley. Does it define ''furnish to?" 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the latter part of section 9, you will find 
that. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I was going to say that if it is not here, if by anj 
inadvertence it is left out, of course we should be willing to have it 
inserted — it is in line 22. 

Senator Fletcher. It would not permit Senator Bradley to send 
to Senator Carter a bottle of whisky, would it? 

Senator Bradley. No; it would put me in jail, certainly. 

Senator Fletcher. Is not the bill intended to prevent treating? 
Is that one thing to be accomplished by the bill ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I am frank to say that there is not an antitreating 
section here. 

Senator Fletcher. That section 14 would seem to come pretty 
near to covering that, and also section 1. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. It is designed to cover the sale and then the matter 
of hospitahty; the dispensing of Uquor to a bona fide guest in one's 
own home is provided for m section 25. 

Senator Bradley. That is in the home, but it does not provide for 
it in other places. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I don't think there is any provision in the law 
under which a man could not pay for another's drink in a bar if he 
wanted to. Personally I should like to see it in there. 

The Chairman. What have you to suggest about section 5 — the 
amount of the license ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. We have not made any suggestion. The pro- 
ponents of the bill prefer to leave that to Congress to determine. The 
churches and temperance organizations are not in favor of the licens- 
ing of the traffic. 

Senator Bradley. Section 29 here in speaking of giving away seems 
to give away the whole thing. Now, if the individual in his private 
dwelling treats a guest, that is all right. Suppose he treats a guest 
in a hotel, if he happens to have a room in a notel ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. 1 don't know whether that question has ever been 
raised, but I think that he could in a place where they are authorized 
to sell liquor. 

Senator Bradley. Yes; but he is not authorized to sell. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. He does not sell it there. 

Senator Bradley. He can not give it away either, except in a pri- 
vate dwelling. If he gives a drink away in a hotel, he is a goner. 

Senator Burkett. Not in his room, Senator. 

The Chairman. That would be his dwelling for the time being. 
Senator Bubkett. Certainly. There is notloingm tKat contention. 
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The Chairman. Mr. Dinwiddie, just one question. I am going to 
be liberal to both sides, so far as these interruptions are concerned, 
and I will sit myself if the other members can not hear the conclusion 
of this hearing. I assume that you are a prohibitionist ? 

Mr. DiNWEDDiE. Yes. 

The Chairman. And if you had your way, you would prohibit the 
sale of liquor in the city of Washington and everywhere else ? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. Yes; for the purpose of beverage use. 

The Chairman. But as a friend of this bill, believing it is a step in 
advance, you, I assume, and those who appear here with you^ expect 
that the committee will take into very careful consideration this 
question of the thousand feet as an extension of the present law ? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. I do, certainlv, and I should saj that if it is not 
the desire or the intention to absolutely accomplish prohibition in 
the business sections, and this bill would actually accomplish that, I 
would naturally expect the committee to take that into considera- 
tion. There is no reason why we should not be entirely frank 
about it. 

STATEMENT OF REV. DR. S. H. WOODROW. 

Doctor Woodrow. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I have been reminded a number of times since I have lived in the 
city of Washington that the eyes of the country, and sometimes the 
eyes of the world are upon us. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Perhaps I should say that Doctor Woodrow 
represents the Antisaloon League and is the pastor of the First 
Congregational Church. 

Doctor Woodrow. As to what I just said, I think that my conduct 
should be in keeping with good order and law, and I think I should 
induce others to have their conduct the same. In other words, we 
talk a good deal about making Washington a model city, the capital 
of this great young republic of ours, a republic of which we are proud, 
and a city of which we desire to be proud. Now, I do not need to sub- 
mit to you gentlemen that broad avenues and circles with statutes 
with more or less merit and public parks do not constitute of them- 
selves a model city. We have in this city our alleys, where conditions 
are worse than conditions in any city with which I am familiar, and 
I am familiar with conditions in all but seven States in this Union. 

We are building our jails larger. We have not room. The condi- 
tions down there are intolerable. We are now proposing to spend 
$1,000,000 for an inebriate home, to take charge of the product 
which the saloons of this model city are making. That is what it is 
for. I am not making any drunkards; the churches are not making 
any drunkards. The drunkard factories are the saloons; they are 
the procuring cause of the jails, the saloons in the District of Colum- 
bia. No one can deny that or question it in the least. 

Furthermore, the present excise law, instead of being a model law, 
if we can not have prohibition, and the temperance forces have 
united in asking for prohibition — that is a quibble in respect to this 
thousand-foot limit, for that can be adjusted, it is a question of the 
number of licenses that shall be granted — ^ma^fc^b^L c^i %. ^s^a^^ ^<s>a5ik 
law, we have a worse law than any m\Jti >N\nc!t^\ «xa. V^xk^^jx xs^*^^^ 
country. That is the fact. We \iave mo^e ^^o<^\:^^ V«^ \^^ ^Oc^^^^^- 
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ulation than any other city. I do not want to take a great deal of 
the time of the committee; I do not need to. There are three or 
four features of this bill which would bring about at least favorable 
changes. Many of your States are prohibition States; many of them 
are license States. We are not asking an unreasonable thing. We 
ask jrou to do for us what you have done for your own States. 

Give us at least a model license law if you do not give us a prohi- 
bition law. Make it a decent law. There is a provision here that 
there shall be but one saloon to 1,000 people. I think that if there 
is only one saloon to 1,000 people in the District the very thirstiest 
will be able to get a drink. 

Senator Carter. How many have we now? 

Doctor WooDROw. One to about 480. 

Senator Bradley. What is the total number ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Five hundred and nineteen bars and 126 liquor 
places. 

Doctor WooDROW. Certainly there would not be any injustice 
done to the thirsty to say that there should only be from 300 to 350 
places where they could get a drink. 

Then there is a question in regard to the removal of screens. Now, 
most of the cities where there are good license laws have the screens 
removed. Evil loves darkness rather than light, and there are things 
carried on behind the screens that would not be carried on in broad 
dayUght. Kemove all screens and you remove a great part of the 
evil of saloons. I saw in one of the papers the other day that children 
would stand and look in. 

I lived in a city for ten years where there was one saloon for every 
1,200 people, and we were not dry. There were absolutelv no 
screens there and every saloon had to be on the level, no saloons 
under ground or up out of sight. They had to be on the level. I 
never saw any children standing and looking in. There is not much 
fun for a man to stand and look at men turning their heads back at 
the bar. If a man gets drunk saloon keepers will turn around and 
look at him. There is nothing very attractive about watching a 
man drink. You can tell how far they have gone in there when the 
saloon screens are removed. That is a feature of this bill which is a 
good feature. The worst feature of Washington's saloons is this 
matter of ladies' entrances or upstairs so-callea dining rooms, where 
musical and other attractions are put in. It is abomination of deso- 
lation. San Francisco would not tolerate it. In San Francisco 
years ago they went so far that they would not let liquor be sold 
from the wholesale or retail grocery stores. This bill does not touch 
that, but it is something that most cities have provided for — that you 
shall not have Uquor sold, wholesale or retail, in a j^ace where women 
and children have to go to get their groceries. The elimination of 
these entrances, of the entertainment, of the sp-called dining-room 
features, and eliminating these evil features to which the press has 
been. caUing our attention in the last few days, is something very 
much to be desired. 

There is a restriction in the bill in regard to mirrors and furniture. 

I think it is all right to leave the mirrors up, for I think that every 

man who is drinking at the bar ought to have a chance to see himself. 

and if, when he becomes intoxicated he could \>e ^\n%ii ^oia T^Qt\a»i 

msjon and be compelled to look at himseVi ioT aa\vo\rc, \ \}cm:^*\\. 
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would be the best temperance work that we could do. I would be 
in favor of havmg that stricken out and let the mirrors remam; 
but as for chairs and tables, and so forth, where one may get half 
seas over and recline comfortably, I would eliminate them, so that 
I think the bill is wise in that particular. 

And there is this provision m regard to minors. There is now a 
provision that would make it a misdemeanor for a minor to testify * 
ralselv as to his age, and that puts the burden upon the one who 
asks for a drink rather than upon the man who sells it. It is a diffi- 
cult proposition for a man to determine whether the boy is 19 or 21 
years of age. Boys do not look the same, and it would not be fair to 
always fine a saloon keeper for selling to a boy that he supposed was 
of proper a^e, but if you fine the boy for speaking falsely you are 
getting at tne matter. 

Now, there is a clause that I would like to have go into this bill 
that would be a practical test. There is a suggestion that we have 
an inebriate asylum to cost $1,000,000. I would like to have all of 
the license fees of the District put into a reserve fund until it accu- 
mulates to the amount of $1,000,000, in order to build that asylum, 
and after it is built, I would like to have all of the license fees set 
apart in order to run it, and if they are not adequate to run it, then 
increase the license fee, in order that it may become sufficient. I 
would like to have half of. those license fees paid to the family of the 
drunkard while he is being cured. I object very strenuously as a 
taxpayer in this District to being taxed for the support of an asylum 
to support the drunkards which the saloons have made. It is an 
outrage upon every honest taxpayer to be compelled to do that. 
Let the saloons clean up their own mess. Are we reputable citizens 
to be asked to go to work and build inebriate asylums to sober up 
men so that they may go back again and become profitable to the 
saloons? That is what we are practically asked to do. I am in 
favor of these restrictions in this oill, in favor of the matter of 1,000 
feet, and the removal of all screens, and of the elimination of ladies' 
entrances and these entertainments and dining rooms and free 
lunches, and especially these restrictions in regard to minors. If you 
can not pass all of this bill, please give us these features which will 
bring us somewhat nearer what other temperance and no-license or 
license cities have in the country. 

STATEMENT OF DR. A. W. SPOONER. 

Doctor Spooner. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
I stand here just for two minutes to represent the Presbyterian 
Church of the District, and if I may also say of the country, because 
our church from all over this country is sending her sons and her 
fathers and her brothers to this place, and because of this the church 
is intensely interested all over the country in the question that is now 
pending. There is a vast deal of pathos in this, that is not merely 
sentiment. There is a vast deal of argument, as you know. I am 
told this morning that there is to be a petition signed by some thirty 
thousand men to be presented to this hearing. It will be the saddest 
thing brought in, if this petition from 30,000 Tcvfew \s> ^^^^/^ *^^fe^ 
petition represents an appeal on th.e paT\) ol \!tifc^^ \s^<i\^. \i5» ^<5^^s>^ 
their right to become poor, to detraud \\i^\s \\OTCife%, "^^ ^^\:t'ivN^ff>. \}c^^ 
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community of the highest degree of service, to defraud themselves 
of their best years — that will be the saddest exhibit here this morning 
that is presented. 

I simply stand here this morning, Mr. Chairman, for a moment to 
represent the Presbyterian Church, not only in the District, and that 
is about 10,000 members, but all over this country, for it has its 
^yes fixed upon this hearing, upon the result of this appeal, pleading 
with you for morality and for humanity^s sake to help us to be 
cleaner. 

STATEMENT OF REV. DR. EDWIN C. M'LEOD. 

Doctor McLeod. I am the pastor of the First Presbyterian Church, 
representing the church and also the Anti-Saloon League. Doctor 
Spooner has spoken for the church, and I will simply say that he has 
not only spoken for the ministry, but has also spoken for the lay body 
of the church, because our Presbytery recently in session, repre- 
senting the ministers and the lay people in the rresbyterian Church 
in Washington, expressed the deepest mterest in this and called upon 
all their ministers — and this call came from the whole people of the 
church — to preach immediately upon this question from our pulpits, 
and to keep on preaching about it until the Senate and the House of 
Kepresentatives have taken their actions for or against. Now, I want 
to say at this point that I represent the federation of all the churches, 
Protestant churches, in the District of Columbia. We do not claim 
that this bill is perfect. The Presbyterian Church does not even claim 
that its confession of faith is perfect. When I became a minister in 
the church I was only called upon to say that I believed the confession 
of faith in the Presbyterian Cnurch contained the system of doctrine 
that is contained in the Scriptures. We only claim that this bill con- 
tains a system of moral reform that we believe in, and if there are some 
incidental features that need to be improved upon we have confidence 
in the judgment of the Senate of the United States and the House of 
Representatives. 

The bill has been brought to the attention of the federation of all 
our churches representing the Protestant churches of the District of 
Columbia. They have given this matter serious consideration, and 
they have given the bill that is before us their enthusiastic indorse- 
ment. I believe that the present excise law of the District of Columbia 
is inadequate. It is behind the times. As far as moral reform is 
concerned, we are simply in the woods, and we believe that as it is 
the capital city of the nation, instead of trailing behind other munic- 
ipalities and behind the States in any kind of moral reform, we should 
be at least abreast of the times, if not leading. And the thing that I 
wish and especially urge upon you as representative of the Protestant 
ministers of this District is that we try to keep abreast of the times 
in the city of Washington on this question of moral reform. I have 
not had time to enter mto an argument in regard to the merits of the 
bill, but I think that taking it as a whole it is a splendid bill, and that 
it would bring about the conditions in the city of Washington that are 
demanded by the large majority of the citizens and by the best ele- 
ment of the citizens of the District of Columbia. 
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STATEMENT OF BEV. FATHEB MACKIN. 

Father Mackin. Mr. Chairman, I received notice yesterday, or at 
least a very short time ago, of this hearing. I am afraid that my 
position will not appeal very strongly to either side. Personally I 
am opposed absolutely to intoxicating liquors. If I could have my 
way i would not have a drop of it on the planet, but I recognize that 
others have their rights. I have suffered for it myself; that is, 
through my near and dear relatives, and therefore I do unhesitatingly 
say that I would not have one particle of it on the planet, but I remem- 
ber there are others as well as myself to be considered. I am not 
opposed to a German having his Seer or to an ItaUan or a Spaniard 
or a Frenchman having his wine. I see the comfort that they take 
out of it, and if the race that I spring from could use it in the same 
way, I would be in favor of their using it. Even the temporal evils 
which it entails, sickness, poverty, disease, I am not particularly con- 
cerned about, because I look on these temporal matters as simply 
an aid to a higher life, but when the evil I complain of goes beyond 
this and sheds its shadow over eternity, then I feel bound to rise 
against it, even though it costs me every ifriend that I have on earth. 

I know my position is not Uked by many of the clergy and laity of 
my own faith, but I am in favor of having these people allowed their 
liberty if there can be any way of regulating it. I would have the 
trade intrusted to men who are above a bribe, to men who are of 
tried and known worth, to men who could be bonded and salaried 
if necessary, men not interested in the sale of it, but if that can not 
be — and I am afraid it is difficult to obtain it — then I am for absolute 
prohibition, and 1 am prepared now to take the side against the sale 
of Uquors even though it cost me every friend in the world. If there 
is no medium between the present state of things and absolute pro- 
hibition, then I am in favor of that absolute prohibition. When this 
curse stretches its shadow over eternity, when it mars the image of 
God and makes him base, then I say it is better that every son of 
Adam should go dry to the end of time than that one soul should be 
lost by this cursed traffic. 

STATEMENT OF BEV. F. J. LUKENS. 

Mr. LuKENS. Mr. Chairman, I am superintendent of the Central 
Union Mission, and representing the board of directors of that institu- 
tion of twentv-five years' standing. I will say that within our doors, 
a few blocks rrom our doors, there are some twenty-odd saloons; that 
from time to time the patrol wagon has to come to our place and carry 
off the product of the saloons. We are trying to deal with this con- 
dition which the saloon has produced. We have had men in our 
building this last winter, from 100 to 150 and 250 men of a night, not 
the same man every night, either, and we have had these rougn, ugly, 
drunken characters to deal with, and we have to try to help men who 
come on Saturday night, having earned probably a week's wages, $20 
or $25, and who have been able only to tide themselves over Saturday 
and Sunday, and on Monday they come to us and ask us to give them 
a 10-cent bed or a 10-cent meal because they have spent their money 
in the saloons. Many sad tales and stories are told. The police were 
hunting a man the other day who had takerv r^iu^^ m wix Nsvsi^^iscs^ 
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because he had been in one of the neighboring saloons, and had there, 
in a drunken muddle, made an agreement with a black man that this 
black man should have the use of his wife. The wife would not 
adhere to it, and for that reason he deserted her and she had to go to 
another home, and so he found his refuge in our place and the police- 
men were after him. 

I have been in some saloons and I find in some of them obscene 
pictures upon the walls, and I also find a mixed company of white 
men and black men. I do not find that the saloon is domg our section 
of the city any good whatever, but a great deal of damage. It does a 
great deal of damage to the public, and our board of directors have 
unanimously passed a resolution indorsing the Gallinger-Bennet bill, 
which is as rollows : 

Central Union Mission, 
Washington, D. C, April 12, 1910, 

At the weekly meeting of the board of directors, Central Union Mission, 622 Louisi- 
ana avenue NW., April 12, 1910, the following resolution was moved, seconded, and 
unanimously adopted: 

*^ Resolved, That we, the members of the board of directors of the Central Union 
Mission, Washington, D. C, in the interest of the thousands of victims of strong drink 
and the tempted who annually seek the shelter and help of our institution, as well as 
for the honor and civic welfare of our national capital, heartily indorse the provisions 
of the Gallinger-Bennet bill (S. 5473) "to better regulate the liquor traffic in the 
District of Columbia;" and we hereby appoint the superintendent of the mission, 
Rev. F. J. Lukens, to represent us, and present our views, before the Senate District 
Committee." 

Nathl. a. Bobbins, 
Secretary Board of Directors. 

STATEMENT OF EEV. C. P. WILES. 

Mr. Wiles. Mr. Chairman, I am the chairman of the Christian 
Endeavor Citizens Committee. This committee is composed of 15 
members and represents approximately 65 young people's societies in 
the District, with a membership of about 3,500. I am here to speak 
for them, and not only are the young people of the District interested 
in this proposed legislation, but the young people, as well, of the 
country, and our department alone has received a number of petitions 
from the State of Massachusetts to California asking for the enact- 
ment of this legislation, and these petitions have been filed. I have 
them here and I desire to present them for our young people, and I 
feel safe in saying that if the rank and file of the young people of our 
societies could be here this morning, they would unanimously and 
enthusiastically indorse the enactment of this legislation. I repre- 
sent them and I present to you the petitions. 

STATEMENT OF MB. HUGH F. HABVET. 

The Chairman. Mr. Harvey, you can control one hour of time 
now in opposition to the bill. Whom do you represent ? 

Mr. Harvey. The Washington Mercantile Association. I am 
secretary of that organization which comprises the liquor interests 
of the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. That is the association that held a meeting in 
Washington in January last, is it, and passed resolutions ? 

Mr. Harvey. No. I imagine that you allude to the National 
JbiquoT League of the United States. 
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The Chairman. I think that is right. You are an officer in that 
league likewise, are you not ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; I am chairman of the congressional legis- 
lative committee. 

The Chairman. I notice that in addition to condemning this bill 
very vigorously in the resolutions adopted by your league, one of 
the resolutions reads as follows: 

That we challenge those who seek by agitation under the guise of refonn organiza- 
tions clothed in religious and innumerable other garbs, to say that they contribute 
one-thousandth part as much as we do to the prosperity and perpetuity of the Govern- 
ment, or to the pleasure, comfort, well-being, ana happiness of an enlightened people. 

That was one of the resolutions adopted by your league, was it 
not ? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not recall the exact wording, sir, but if it is 

Eart of the proceedings of the recent convention of the National 
liquor League held here in the national capital and published under 
that head, I presume it is one of them. 

The Chairman. That is taken from the report of the meeting as 
printed in the Washington papers. 

Mr. Harvey. I have no doubt but that is authentic, and the reso- 
lution committee who had charge had the data from which they 
made that statement, and the convention must have been satisfied 
before adopting it. 

The Chairman. Those who have advocated this measure have 
put it largely upon the ground that the sale of liquor is detrimental 
to the best interests of the people, while this resolution declares 
that the sale of liquor is doing more than the churches and the moral 
forces of the country to make the people happy, enlightened, and 
virtuous. I hope you will devote a portion of your remarks to 
proving that that is the fact. 

Mr. Harvey. I submit in answer that this is a matter of opinion. 
The statement expressed in the resolution is the opinion of those who 
wrote the resolutions, gathered from data that they had in hand at 
that time, and which when adopted by the convention expressed the 
views of the thousands of people represented hj the delegates. Those 
who oppose and do not believe it are simply giving their opinion that 
it is not true; but. we have published it ancl sent it out broadcast over 
the country, and up to this time, to my personal knowledge, it has 
never been refuted m any manner. 

As the time is going to be very short and a number of interests are 
here in opposition to the bill, I am going to give way to them, as I 
desire them all to be heard, therefore I think there will be very little 
time for me to say anything. I have been very much interested for 
some little time in this bill. If there is to be any opportunity for such 
a thing as another hearing for these gentlemen who desire to be heard 
or for myself and one or two others, I am perfectly willing now tliat 
they should have what time they desire, and we are willing to wait 
our turn to have another hearing. 

The Chairman. Go along and occupy your hour in your own way 
and we will then talk about another meeting. If we had one it would 
not be for your side, but would be for both sides. 

Mr. Harvey. Now, as to the bill itself, I have some data that I am 
not going to read here, some statements that I 'have prepared, but am 
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just going to speak as it occurs to me from the provisions of the bill, 
and that from a practical standpoint. 

I am a retail liquor dealer, actively engaged in the business, located 
where I am now doing business for the past thirteen years, and I 
believe that I have a rather intimate knowledge of the liquor business 
in the District of Columbia. Whatever I say will be said, as I see it, 
for the welfare, happiness, and contentment of all the people and not 
alone for the interest of the business that I represent. A portion of 
the bill that would mean the immediate extermination of the sale of 
intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia is contained in sections 
16 and 20. I will take those up now for a moment. 

Section 16 provides: 

That a license for any of the purposes specified in any section of this act, including 
hotels and clubs, shall not be granted to any person to conduct such business within 
one thousand feet of a public schoolhouse owned or occupied as a whole or in part 
by the District of Columbia, public park or public playgrounds, any private school, 
college, or university, or any place oi religious worship owned or occupied as a whole 
or in part by a religious society or organization for public worship, measured between 
the nearest entrance to each by the shortest course of travel between such place of 
business and public schoolhouse, public park, public playground, or any private 
school, college, or imiversity, or place of religious worship; nor shall any license be 
granted for any place confronting the Capitol grounds or grounds immediately sur- 
rounding and connected with any building or buildings owned or controlled by the 
United States or District of Columbia for public purposes, or located directly opposite 
any government reservation. 

Sec. 20. That no license, either wholesale or barroom, shall be issued to anjr person 
or for any place located within one thousand feet of the grounds of the marine bar- 
racks, the War College and engineer barracks, and the navy-yard, in the District of 
Columbia. 

The heading of this bill should have been ^^A bill to bring about 
prohibition in the District of Columbia. ' ^ Then it would not have been 
deceptive. In its present form, instead of reading *Ho further regu- 
.late, it should have the caption ^^to exterminate.'' 

I desire to inform the committee that we sent to the entire trade, 
which covered every person having a liquor license in the District of 
Columbia, a letter asKing them to state if any one of them had a 
liquor business more than 1,000 feet from any of the places enu- 
merated in sections 16 and 20, and did not confront the Capitol 
grounds or grounds immediately surrounding and connected with 
any building or buildings owned or controlled by the United States 
or District of Columbia for public purposes, or located directly oppo- 
site any government reservation, and up until this time we have 
not received an answer saying that even one liquor establishment 
would escape the provisions m sections 16 and 20. I make this 
statement m way of explanation to the question that was asked 
Doctor Dinwiddie — if it would not mean total prohibition, if any 

E laces could obtain a license under this law. I think the answer 1 
ave given you pretty nearly proves that it is out of the question 
for any man now doing business in the city of Washington to again 
obtain a license under these two sections alone. 

Now, let us go a little further. Supposing that our answers had 
numbered 25 dealers saying they were not within 1,000 feet of any 
of these places and this bill should become a law, we will say, for 
example, in June or July, there is nothing in the world in this bill 
which prevents those who are opposed to the liquor business on general 
prmciples from estabHshing a school of some character or a reUgious 



BEGULATION OF LIQUOB TBATFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 29 

institution of some character within 1,000 feet of the places not now 
affected, and under the provisions of the law not 1 of the 25 that 
might escape now could be granted a license to continue bushiess after 
October, 1910. So we make the point that the effect would be total 
prohibition, that the bill is a prohibition measure in disguise, that it 
IS not to regulate, but to exterminate. The liquor interests of this 
country have never yet opposed regulation. We have never opposed 
proper regulation of the business. ' I believe that all fair-mmded 
people who are not imbued with the subject of prohibition, who do 
not advocate total prohibition all over this country, will adinit that 
if this bill should become a law for the city of Washington it will be 
because the Congress of the United States, who makes the laws for the 
District of Columbia, will have voted upon it, and when the Congress 
of the United States passes this law it will mean that every man, 
woman, and child in the United States is recorded by that vote, 
because the sentiment of the people is supposed to be expressed by 
their Representatives in Congress. Thereby the country at large will 
have held up to it that the Congress of the United States, the United 
States Government itself, has gone on record by the act of Congress 
in closing out the liquor traffic in the District of Columbia. The 
people of the States will then be asked what they mean in this State 
and that State, in this community and that community, by continuing 
to issue liquor Ucenses and whether they desire to continue the sale of 
liquor when the United States itself is on record as opposing it. In 
passing this bill you would enact hito law the very provisions that 
would give to the nation's capital a closed city so far as the legalized 
sale of liquor is concerned. 

Referring to the excise board that would be provided under this 
act, we beUeve that the duties of the board of excise of any city 
should be to exclusively look after the Uquor business. We do not 
beUeve it should have any divided duties. We would rather see an 
excise board that gave its entire time to the proper conduct of the 
business, and would see to it that when a man made an appHcation or 
when he appUed for a license, and had compUed with the require- 
ments of the law, would go further and investigate the standing and 
character of the appUcant and see who and what he is and ascertain 
how he has been regarded in the community where he last resided 
and find out if he is a true man and a gentleman. If all these qualifi- 
cations are within the individual who applies for the privilege to sell 
intoxicating Uquors the Ucense should be granted to him, and I care 
nothing about the location if it is in the lowest section of the city or 
in the best part of the city, that man will not only conduct his busi- 
ness as a gentleman would any business, but also with due con- 
sideration for the neghborhood, a high regard for the home and 
family and in a manner with which the most critical could find no 
fault. 

On the other hand, if the board of excise — and I am not criticising 
our members of the excise board, because I believe the members of the 
present excise board are good reliable honest men, but I am saying 
that the Hquor trade desires that the excise board be the strongest 
kind of an exqise board, and that it go into the question of the char- 
acter of the men who apply for a license. If you grant licenses to 
men that have no standmg, and have no regard for anyone or for 
themselves; if the board knows nothing of the character oy \^i^fc>\fvs. <5^ 
the applicants or where they come iroKi audi \i XJcl'k^ V^^^^^ <5r^^^^^ 
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in Washington or some other city just long enough to apply for a 
license, under the general clause governing that portion or it, why, 
of course, your are taking chances and you don't know what he is 
going to do when he gets a license. I say here, that it must be 
admitted that a liquor establishment in the community has a great 
deal to do with the conditions that prevail there, and if we grant the 
license to the right kind of men, all of the troubles that are now com- 
plained of will be eliminated. I am a firm believer in sobriety. I 
believe that the liquor people are more opposed to violations in any 
respect of any section or the present excise law than anybody that is 
not interested in the business, and why should they not be? They 
have adopted rules and regulations for the government of their own 
business. I have here the application blank that is in existence now 
when a man applies for admission into the Retail Liquor Dealers' 
Association of this city. It goes on with the regular form of appli- 
cation : 

I, , hereby make application for active membership in the Federation 

of Liquor Dealers, and, if elected, pledge myself to live up to the following rules and 
regulations: 

Resolved by the Federation of Liquor DealerSy That the following declaration of 
principles shall be the guide of this association in judging of the conduct of its mem- 
bers, and anjr member failing and refusinc to regulate his business and conduct in 
accordance with these principles shall be deemed unfaithful to the association; and 

Resolved further f That this association disapproves the granting of a license to any 
person who is not deemed qualified to conduct his business in accordance with these 

Srinciples; and approves the revoking of the license of any retail liquor dealer who 
oes not faithfully observe the laws for the regulation of the traffic, and to this end we 
will seek the cooperation of the brewers, the wholesale liquor dealers, and all the 
allied businesses and trades. 

The duties of the retail Uquor dealers are: 

To obey all ordinances. 
To obev all orders of the excise board. 

To faithfully obey the letter and spirit of the Sunday closing law. 
To refuse to sell liquor to any intoxicated person, or to any known inebriate or minor. 
To limit the giving of free limch to crackers, cheese, and pretzels, and nothing else. 
To prohibit the serving of drinks to any female to be drank at any public bar. 
To oppose the employment of any female for the purpose of dispensing liquor. 
To prevent gambhng in any and all forms upon the premises. 
To so conduct your place of business that your neighbors will feel that it is a neces- 
sity to the neighborhood. 

Mr. Chairman, some will ask. Is it a necessity ? We have people who 
are not advocates of the sale of Uquor who frequently resort to the 
liquor estabhshments when they are suddenly caught in need of some- 
thing. Sometimes they want Uquor, sometimes ice, and sometimes 
mint, lemons, or anythmg that is in the Uquor establishment is there 
whenever it is caUed for by any person who is keeping house in the 
neighborhood. The saloon man or the wholesale man is there ready 
to accommodate, gratis, the famiUes, at any time, residing in the 
immediate neighborhood of his place of business. We say that with- 
out fear of successful contradiction, and feel that this is one of the 
reasons why we become necessary adjuncts to every weU-regulated 
community. To continue: 

To discontinue the imnecessary display of beer kegs and whisky barrels in front 
of your place of business. 

To discourage the use of cut-rate and unnecessary signs in or about your place ol 
business. 

To discontinue the promiscuous giving of Christmas presents, in any form whatever, 
to the customers of your place. 
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This was put in with the hope that it would ehminate the giving of 
presents to customers and in its stead some arrangement could be 
made whereby an equal amount of money would be distributed 
among the charitable institutions of Washington. 

To look to the deportment of your employees, in or about your place of bueiness, 
and see that at all times they conduct themselves properly and never appear under 
the influence of liquor. 

To stop the sale of 5-cent growlers, and limit the sale of beer in buckets to residents 
of the immediate neighborhood; and not to sell or give beer in a bucket to drivers of 
teams and vehicles to be drank upon the street. 

This is an attempt, it strikes me, on the part of the people them- 
selves who are in tne business, to further regulate the liquor traffic, 
and they have regulated it; there is no one who can successfully 
contradict the statement that in the city of Washington they have 
been regulating the business within their own ranks. Whenever it 
comes to their knowledge that a man is unfit to have a Ucense, they 
will oppose his continuing in the business, because they appreciate 
the necessity of only men with a conscientious regard tor their 
fellow-men having a liquor license. 

To prevent disorderly conduct and indecent lan^age in or about your place of 
business, as well as the loafing of disorderly persons in or about the place. 

To exclude from all saloons and public bars all indecent pictures and cards, and to 
discourage the use of indecent pictures, or labels for advertising purposes by the 
makers of or dealers in liquors, or cigars, or cigarettes, or other goods that are handled 
by saloons. 

To regard and treat all fellow liquor dealers who violate these rules of conduct as 
detrimental to the best interests of the liquor trade. 

To give force and effect to this declaration of principles, the executive committee of 
the Federation of Liquor Dealers is instructed to promulgate this declaration of prin- 
ciples and to thereafter take such steps as may be necessary to enforce its provisions, 
by cooperation with the excise board of the District of Columbia. 

This was submitted to the excise board, and the excise board 
answered the communication as follows: 

Washington, D, C, July 17, 1909, 
Mr. William D. Babby, 

President Federation of Liquor Dealers, 

Dear Sir: A copy of the resolutions unanimously passed by the Federation of 
Retail Liquor Dealers at a regular meeting held June 23, 1909, has been presented to 
the excise board requesting an expression of opinion on the same by said board. 

"We, as the excise board, would hesitate to express an opinion on imofficial matters 
of th4s kind, but, as individuals, having had considerable experience in the granting 
of licenses to liquor dealers, and thereby incidentallv hearing of the conditions whicn 
obtain in the saloons, and tne objections stated by those citizens who are more or less 
affected by the saloon in their midst, we do not hesitate to commend liie strict enforce- 
ment of the proposed regulations. If the purport of these resolutions is strictly adhered 
to by the saloon keepers, its effect will be to elevate the tone of the liquor traffic 
generally and allay much of the objection which now exists with the conservative 
citizen. 

*'Our opinion is that saloon keepers must sooner or later conform their business to 
management approaching the purport of these resolutions for their own as well as the 
public good, or oe subjected to more stringent legislation looking to more restrictive 
privileges, or entire prohibition. 

**The passing of resolutions, however, will not bring about the improved conditions 
contemplated and desired by the federation, but will serve only as an initiatory step 
looking to better conditions in the conduct of the business. The much more important 
and far-reaching conditions, viz, the actual putting into practical ap>plication these 
reforms, will be the test by which the business will be judged, and its status ascer- 
tained and fixed in the opmion of good citizens. 

"We therefore commend the step your federation has taken for the better conduct 
oi the retail liquor traffic in our community, aiid Mt%<e \\a^\^<ci\l\es\^'N^^'8>JG^ 
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its members, and their cooperation with those officers of the Government charged with 
the administration of the laws regulating the liquor traffic, in weeding out and eliminat- 
ing those places where decent conditions do not obtain.'* 

W. P. Richards, 
A. McKenzie, 
E. G. Davis, 

S. T. KA.LBFU8, 

Excise Boards District of Columbia, 

Now, I read this not only to show that the excise board indorsed 
it, but to explain why it was a good resolution. We sent a copy of 
that letter out to our people in order that they would see what had 
been indorsed and what part was brought out strong by the excise 
board. 

The Chairman. You have consumed half an hour. 

Mr. Harvey. I could easily consume the next half hour; the fact 
is, I would like about four hours to take this bill up section by section. 

The Chairman. Oh, you know that last year I gave you credit for 
being a very fine orator. You remember that ? 

Mr. Harvey. I thank you very much. Senator, and I appreciate 
that. I never knew it before, and I donH think anybody else did. 

The Chairman. I want to ask you just one practical question. Do 
you as a liquor dealer and officer of these associations object to the 
provision of this bill which allows only one saloon for eaclrthousand 
mhabitants? That is the law in a great many of our States, and 
some of our large cities — in Massachusetts, particularly. 

Mr. Harvey. Why, Senator, it strikes me the question is, how 
could that be brought about. There may be saloons, with a rule of 
that kind, eliminated, that were the very best for law and order for 
many years. How could it be done in order that those who should 
not be injured would be taken care of? I think as a body we would 
have to object to that. 

The Chairman. I should think the excise board would have to 
work that out. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, I want to say right there, in speaking of the 
excise board, the present law is, perhaps, the best liquor law, so far as 
we can learn through our associations, in this country. Those who 
say that the present liquor law is inadequate — I want to be pardoned 
for a moment if I say it — practically say that everything else is inade- 
quate that does not agree with their own opinions. 

Now, the excise law in the District of Columbia requires an appli- 
cant to get a majority of the owners and residents on the side of 
the square in which he is located and on the opposite side of the 
square confronting his place of business. For instance, we will take 
a street with 19 owners of property and 27 resident housekeepers. 
Now, to obtain a hcense the man who applies must get a majority of 
the 19 owners, which is 10, and must get a majority of the residents 
which would be 14; then he presents his application to the excise board, 
having fully complied with the law, but even then the excise board 
does not have to give him a license. The excise board does not 
have to grant him the license simply because he has complied with the 
law. It is withiQ their discretion to determine whether the appUcant 
is the proper person to conduct the liquor business, whether the 
demands of the neighborhood require the establishing of a Uquor 
store, and in fact it is within the province of the excise board under 
the present law to say ''yes'' or 'no'' to any applicant for a liquor 
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license, notwithstanding he has fulfilled all the requirements of the 
law. 

Senator Burkett. How did they get the one in the depot ? 

Mr. Harvey. The excise board granted it. 

Senator Burkett. Did the excise board here ever turn down a 
saloon ? 

Mr. Harvey. Oh, yes; many of them. 

Senator Burkett. Do vou know anything about the petition that 
was filed for this one at tne depot ? 

Mr. Harvey. I know there was considerable contention about it^ 
but I had nothing at all to do with it. 

Senator Burkett. Do you know that it had any signatures to the 
petition? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know that at all. I understand that one of 
-the exponents of these various bills, Mr. Matthew O'Brien, has now 
undertaken to show by law that the places that confront the parks, 
where they do not have to get signatures, have no right under the 
present law to exist, and has attempted to raise a fund of $800 to 
carry the matter to the courts. I suppose we will get an opinion 
on that shortly. 

Senator Burkett. Can you furnish any list of where the excise board ' 
ever did refuse a petition in this city ? 

Mr. Harvey. I can not call to mind right now, but there has been 
any number of them. I suppose Mr. Shoemaker will admit this is 
true; I think he is famihar with the license business of the excise 
board, both wholesale and retail. Not only that but there are a 
number of instances where the excise board has refused to renew the 
license and has closed estabUshed places up in the middle of the year 
on account of violations of the law. 

Senator Burkett. This excise board are the same men who have 
been in now for a number of years? 

Mr. Harvey. Some of them have; changes have occurred from 
time to time. 

Senator Burkett. I think I recognize some of the names there. 
They are in for Ufe, are they not ? 

Au*. Harvey. They are appointed assistant assessors of the District 
of Columbia for Ufe; one of the wise provisions of Congress made them 
act as the excise board also. 

Senator Burkett. However, the law creating the excise board and 
the law making them assessors for life were not passed at one and 
the same time, were they ? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know that, but I know in the provision of 
the act of 1893 

Senator Burkett. Do you know just how wise Congress was with 
reference to their being excise men when they passed the law making 
them assessors for life ? 

Mr. Harvey. No; I do not; but I think myself it is rather a long 
tenure of office. 

Senator Burkett. Your reference to its being a wise law was not 
with reference to the wisdom of Congress, but the wisdom with refer- 
ence to the liquor interests ? 

Mr. Harvey. I am sure that all laws passed by Congress are wise, 
Senator. 

The Chairman. That is a rather violent ass\iDCvi^tAow« 

42205-^10 3 
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Mr. Harvey. I have heard some of them attacked. I heard one 
attacked last night; it was characterized as the worst law ever put 
on the statute books of this countrv. 

Senator Carter. Oh, there should be no reference to the tariff in 
this discussion. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Harvey. The Senator hit the case. 

The Chairman. Do you honestly believe as a good citizen that we 
ought to allow a man to sell liquor to the people of any community 
for twenty hours out of the twenty-four ? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know but that it is a wise provision to permit 
it to be lawfully sold during those hours. 

The Chairman. Why not for th^ whole twenty-four hours? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not think it would make conditions any worse. 
If anything, it might prevent some small violations of the law that 
now perhaps exist. Men who desire liquor, my experience of a life- 
time in the business teaches me, will get it. It makes no difference 
how far the distance is or what the expense may be, they will go and 
get it. 

Senator Carter. They could not get it if it was not sold between 
the hours of 4 and 7 o^clock in the morning, unless the people you 
refer to violated the law. 

Mr. Harvey. They could not get it between 4 and 7 o'clock in the 
morning from a licensed dealer if that was the law, as I do not believe 
that the licensed dealer violates the law. I do not believe that the 
violations of the law that are charged up to this city come from the 
licensed dealer, because for the last six or seven years you will find 
that the convictiotis of licensed dealers are less than 1 per cent. 

The Chairman. We are under a tremendous pressure now to not 
permit any man to work over eight hours a day. Do you think we 
ought to allow you and your employees to work twenty hours a day ? 

Mr. Harvey. Well, there is a bartenders' union, and the union 
hours govern them, I suppose. 

The Chairman. Not in all municipalities. 

Mr. Harvey. That is a matter, of course, that is not of as much 
consequence as other features of this Hill to the people in the busi- 
ness. I will say here that we are not permitted to sell licjuor on Sun- 
day, and a vote of the licensed dealers in Washington, if it were taken 
to-day or to-morrow, I will state here, and I believe I am stating abso- 
lutely the truth, would show that 95 per cent at least would be 
against permitting places to open for one hour on Sunday. 

The Chairman. I am glad to say, Mr. Harvey, that I think all of 
you, or most of you, observe that law very scrupulously, and it is a 
very salutary law, as you will admit. 

Senator Carter. Mr. Harvey, what proportion of these saloons 
opens up at 4 o'clock in the morning to meet the early thirst? 

Mr. Harvey. There are a few places around the markets, where 
men go to work very early — where business starts up very early in 
the morning — also near the wharves where men are employed around 
the fish and oyster business, and possibly near the railroad station, 
but aside from these and perhaps one or two places in the neighbor- 
hood of the newspaper and printing offices, where men do not get 
through their work until 3 o clock or half past 3 or 4 o'clock in the 
morning — a few places open up to accoraiwodaLte these men, and 
perhaps they give them a hot lunch, in t\ie Tcvom\ii^. TWj \iaN^ 
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worked from midnight without anything to eat. That is a matter 
with those people; not that we have advocated it. They do that 
themselves. I believe that there are not more than 25 places in 
the city of Washington that open at 4 o'clock, but the places that do 
open at 4 o'clock in the mornmg feel that it is necessary to open at 
that time to accommodate either those who have been compelled to 
labor all night or those that get out very early in the morning to go 
to work; tliev take care of them in that respect, as the trade demands. 
But you will find at the average place throughout the city 6 o'clock 
is as early as they open, and a great many of them not until later. 
It depends upon the conditions that surround the neighborhood. 
They would not open except the people, those working men, desired 
them to open, because it is an expense to the saloon man to open as 
early as that. He has to have extra help to do it. Then they close 
at 12 o'clock at night; they are closed imtil 4 o'clock in the morning, 
and I believe that the places are closed during that time. The onfy 
places that you could be accommodated with liquor during those 
hours would be in a hotel, where you are a bona fide registered guest. 
Even the clubs close down at 2 a. m. 

Ihe Chairman. Don't you think 12 o'clock is rather a late hour? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not, Senator. This is a late age and a late city. 
We do not get up very early in the morning here, most of us, and those 
of us who have business to attend to, as you well know, find that 
night catches us before we know it. 

The Chairman. Under the existing law you catch the people going 
and coming; you keep open late at night and you open early in the 
morning. 

Mr. Harvey. We have to accommodate both ends. Those who 
go out late in the evening would be chagrined if they were not ac- 
commodated. Ihe people who leave the theaters at 11 o'clock at 
night desire to be accommodated. 

The Chairman. I will have to suggest to you, Mr. Harvey, that you 
have talked now forty-two and one-half minutes. 

Mr. Harvey. If this is. to be the end of this hearing, I must stop 
right here, because there are some men here who must be heard. 

The Chairman. Then I think you would better introduce them. 

Mr. Harvey. I wish we could have another hearing. 

The Chairman. I would have to consult the committee about that, 

Mr. Harvey. If the committee could agree, I would like to go on 
for the balance of the time, and let them speak at anotlier hearing. 

The Chairman. We would then have to give the other side time, 
and we would never get through. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, I think thev would agree to that, because I 
think I have furnished some food for thought for Doctor Dinwiddie. 

The Chairman. You were notified that this was to be a two-hour 
hearing and each side was to have an hour. 

Mr. Harvey. There are any number of things in this bill that I 
have not even touched on, and that I could not in an hour, or even 
two hours, properly treat. I wanted to speak about this thousand- 
feet rule and I liave not gone into the annual signers at all, and that 
is something that should be considered. 

The Chairman. The committee will look e«*x^l\5^N \vs.V<^ NXx'^x.. 

Mr. Harvey, I want to sav someUuiv?; ow W\^\. tv^xV wo^. T^x" 
bill provides that the signers must be bad axvxvw^-^ ^'VO^w^on^ ^^ ^^^ 
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nearest blocks, and under the provision of the bill it makes it the five 
nearest blocks, no matter how they are located. It does not mean 
around them or surrounding them. It simply states the five nearest 
blocks that run off from them one way or the other. 

The Chairman. This committee is composed of pretty level- 
headed men, and they will go iuto that. Tney are not going to do 
anything violent simply because somebody asks them to do it. 

Mr. I^RVEY. Before I was interrupted I stated something about 
an instance of where there might be 19 owners and 27 residents, if 
you recall. Although the applicant had secured the majority of 
signatures, etc., the excise board would not then have to give the 
license. It would still be discretionary with them. Now, on the 
other hand, to show that liquor, under the present law, is sold here 
because the people of each neighborhood desire it, no matter how 
long a man has been in business, no matter if there has never been a 
violation of law in his place, no matter if one single charge had never 
been made against him or his establishment, even though he had 
been there for twenty-five years, under the provisions of the present 
law should a majority of the owners and a majority of the residents 
in the case cited, 10 owners and 14 residents, draw up a petition and 
object to the continuance of that place of business, the excise board 
could not grant the license, regardless of whether there had ever 
been a violation of the law there or not. 

Now, do you want a stronger or more stringent law than that? 
And every place in this city where the retail liquor business exists is 
there because the majority of the people on the side of that very 
square agrees that it snail stay there, knowing that it is within their 
power at any minute to sign a petition, with the names of a majority 
of the owners and the residents, and close it up. It does not make 
any difference how orderly the saloon has been conducted. Certainly 
you do not want to do anything beyond that. This bill is simply 
mtroduced in the way of a disguise, ui order that Congress will be 
deceived into enacting a law to regulate that will bring prohibition 
to the capital of the nation, so that it wiU have its enect on the 
liquor business throughout this country. We, as a body of business 
men, with everything in the world at stake, protest against the pass- 
age of any such law as this, and openly declare that we would gladly 
welcome straight prohibition ratner than be compelled to try to 
make a living under this proposed law. 

Now, as I am compelled to give way to others, I will call Mr. 
Mitchell, a representative of the Personal Liberty League, who is 
waiting here to present a petition. 

Mr. Harvey subsequently submitted the following in writing: 

The Washington Mercantile Association, representing the business 
interests of this city, particularly those affected by legislation on the 
liquor question, begs leave to submit a few reasons A'my, in its judg- 
ment, Senate bill 5473 should not be enacted. 

1. There is no demand by the people of this District for a change 
of existing law. 

2. The existing law is satisfactorv because, while it recognizes the 
manufacture and sale of liquor as legitimate, it has made and kept 
Washington the most orderly city in the United States. 

3. Senate bill 5473 is more obnoxious to the liquor interests than 
out-and-out prohibition bill. If prohibition were enacted and 
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could be enforced there would be an end of the liquor business once 
and for all. If S. 5473 should be enacted it would mean the gradual 
destruction of the liquor business, under conditions so burdensome 
and unjust as to increase the agony of annihilation. 

4. Senate bill 5473, instead of being entitled '^A bill to regulate 
the sale pf intoxicating liquors "in the I)istrict of Columbia, ^^ snould 
be entitled '^A bill to promote bribery, perjury, and other crimes in 
the District of Columbia,'' or '^A bill to destroy the liquor business 
of the District of Columbia under the pretext of regulating it,'' or 
'^A bill to create perambulating churches and schools for the purpose 
of accomplishing indirectly that which can not be accomplished 
directly." 

The people of Washington now enjoy local option on the liquor 
question, with the right to prohibit saloons witnin the local-option 
areas wherever tliey see fit. Senate bill 5473 would weaken local 
option, and would take from certain residence districts the right to 
prohibit saloons in their neighborhood by increasing the local-option 
area, thus bringing in antiprohibition sections to outvote the pro- 
hibition sections. 

In other words, as it is now, one square has the right to sav whether 
a saloon shall exist in that block or not if the saloon is located in; 
that block. This bill gives a number of squares the right to say 
whether it shall be located there or not. In the case of a business 
block, for instance, that has five residence blocks adjoining it, the 
five residence blocks could outvote, in the protest or in the petition 
for a license, the business interests of the block in which the saloon 
is located. 

No demand has been made at this session of Congress, we claim, 
or during previous sessions, for antisaloon legislation by a majority 
or even by a considerable minority of the residents of this District. 
The agitation for legislation was started by nonresidents, some of 
them living thousands of miles away, none of them authorized to 
represent the residents of this District, and some of the most active 
among them being salaried agents and lobbyists. The object of this 
agitation, as they have themselves declared, is primarily to aid the 
prohibition propaganda in the various States. The salaried agent of 
the Anti-Saloon League has stated that if Congress could be per- 
suaded to enact an antiliquor law for the District of Columbia the 
Erohibition movement in the United States would be strengthened 
J the argument that the Government itself was committed to pro- 
hibition. 

We know that here in the District of Columbia it takes the Con- 
gress of the United States to enact a law. The state laws, the laws 
of towns or cities or villages, are only local affairs. But whatever is 
done here is certainly going to have its effect throughout the United 
States. Whatever Congress commits itself to is going to be used in 
the furtherance of this cause. We claim that the liquor business is 
a legitimate business, and that, properly conducted, it is the equal 
of any other business, not excepting any. 

Before this attempt was made to carry into effect the plan to mis- 
lead the voters of the States as to the attitude of the Government, 
there was no demand in this District for a change of the local liquor 
laws. We repeat that there is not now any such demand bv a 
majority of the residents. The present excise l«j^ ^^vs» ^^jL'^^Xfe^ xs^:. 
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1893, and it has stood the test ever since to the satisfaction of the 
people. The evidence is overwhelming that the National Capital 
IS a law abiding, orderly community. Senators are as well informed 
of this fact as the residents themselves. They are aware that prac- 
tically one- third of the population of this District is colored, constitut- 
ing the largest negro population of any. city in the United States. 
In spite of the widespread belief that this element of the population 
is disorderly, we invite comparison of the police records of this 
city with those of any other city of equal size, even in which the 
colored population is insignificant. It is true that the proportion of 
offenders among the colored people is greater than among tne whites^ 
but the fact remains that this District, whatever the color of its 
inhabitants, is orderly and well governed. 

The area of the District is nearly 70 square miles, and it includes, in 
addition to Washington and Georgetown, 82 towns, villages, and sub- 
divisions, with an aggregate population, according to the police 
census of 1909, of 343,003, of which 245,861 are whites and 97,142 
colored. In addition to preserving the peace in this large area, the 
police department is required to guard tne White House, the execu- 
tive departments and their reservations, and the embassies and 
legations of foreign governments. These duties, of the most impor- 
tant character, would in themselves justify the employment of a 
large police force. 

Yet on the 1st day of July, 1909, the police force of the District 
amounted to only 732 men, from the superintendent down to the 
newest private. This is the smallest police force in proportion to the 
urban area under its protection to be found in any city in the world. 
When it is borne in mind that the protection of the White House 
requires the services of 42 men out of this small force, with an average 
of over 40 men on other special assignments, and that the floating 
population of the National Capital is always very large, amounting 
sometimes to tens of thousands of strangers, it must be admitted that 
the residents as a whole are remarkably orderly and law-abiding. It 
is for this reason that the people of Washington are satisfied with the 

!)resent well-tested law and opposed to experiments in extreme 
egislation. 

The population of this District in 1900 was 278,718, or 64,000 less 
than in 1909. In 1900 the number of liquor licenses granted was 516, 
and the number of applications rejected was 9. Last year, with a 
greatly increased population, the number of licenses granted was 526, 
and the number of applications rejected was 13. The excise board is 
reducing the number of saloons in proportion to population, and 
acting with greater caution in granting hcenses. The hcensed liquor 
dealers of Washington must stand a very severe examination as to 
their good character before they can obtain licenses. They are orderly 
and law-abiding as a class, as is proved by the fact that only 4 were 
convicted of violating the excise law in the year ending Marcli 3, 1909. 
More than 99 in 100, in other words, are complying with the law. 

We would prefer to see a prohibition bill enacted than to see Senate 

bill 5473 become a law. If it is the intention of Congress to destroy a 

business that until this hour has been legitimate, thereby ruining the 

property and savings of law-abiding men who have conducted their 

business in ^ood faith and in the assurance of the law's protection, we 

asA that this destruction shall come at one ieW s>noo^. N^^ do iiot* 
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wish any prolonged torture added to the act of destruction. If pro- 
hibition is constitutional and can be accomplished directly, why should 
it be attempted indirectly ? We declare that Senate bill 5473 is in its 
essence a prohibition bill, so intended by its framers. 

Section 5 does not state the amount to be charged for licenses but 
leaves that to be inserted by Congress. The liquor people have strug- 
gled along for a number of years under the present license fee of $800 
For retail and $300 for wholesale, and will continue as long as they are 
permitted to do so; but should Congress in its wisdom see fit to change 
this provision, while we are not asking for a change, we pray, owing 
to the peculiar conditions surrounding business in Washington, that 
the amounts be reduced to $500 for the retail license and $200 for the 
wholesale Ucense. We claim it is not the high price of license that 
places the Uquor business on a better plane, but that the conduct of 
the business will be better in the hands of good men with a reason- 
able license fee rather than in the hands of indifferent men who might 
be able to pay an exorbitant price. In other words, no matter what 
the price of Ucense or restrictions are, it depends entirely on the char- 
acter and caUber of man in whose hands the license is placed how the 
liquor business will be conducted, and the absolute power to grant 
or refuse a Uquor Ucense in the District of Columbia, under the present 
law, remains entirely with the excise board, thereby puttmg the 
responsibiUty on the shoulders of the board of excise for the proper 
conduct of the liquor business in the nation's capital city. 

Section 6 of Senate bill 5473 requires every applicant for a liquor 
license to obtain the written consent of a majority of real estate 
owners and householders, including bona fide tenants in flats or 
apartment houses within the square in which it is desired to locate 
such business and within the five other squares located nearest to 
said place of business, and to renew this application each year. 

Such a provision is nothing less than the promotion of bribery, 
perjury, and other crimes. No person familiar with conditions as 
they exist in the District of Columbia affecting the liquor business 
can be ignorant of the fact that applications for saloon licenses are 
sometimes '^held up" by property owners and residents within the 
local-option area and forced to give a valuable consideration for 
signatures to the application. As the law now stands, the holders 
of licenses are not required to obtain the permission of a majority of 

Kroperty owners and residents in his neighborhood in order to renew 
is license year by year. Therefore, when a license is once issued, 
there can be no bribery or perjury or other crime in connection with 
the business. 

It is a notorious fact, however^ that when an applicant for a license 
asks his neighbors to permit him to open a place of business, he is 
sometimes forced to loan money, contrioute groceries, coal, or liquors, 
make presents, or otherwise directly or indirectly bribe the persons 
whose signatures he seeks. He does not do this willingly. He would 
be glad to escape such exactions, and does escape them after the 
license has been issued. But if he were compelled to submit to such 
exactions every vear, he would be compelled to go out of business. 
Or, if the area or local option were extended, the number of persons 
who would extort money or other valuable consideratiow^ ^<^\sv ^iks^ 
applicant for a license would be solaige tW\. \^Afe ^-^^^^^^^Na^^^^N^^^^ 
forced to engage in bribery on an exteivded ^c,«\^ ot ^^\A<3\Okss» ^^^^^"^^ 
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to engage in business. If the honest will of property owners and 
residents of a local-option area could be obtained, tnere would not be 
such a strong objection to the renewal of applications every year; 
but the honest will of all the persons interestea can not be obtained, 
and there is always a small minority of dishonest and unscrupulous 
persons whose signatures are sufficient to turn the scale and who do 
not hesitate to take advantage of this fact to extort money frdm the 
applicant. We have protested against this state of affairs and would 
welcome any legislation making it a crime to offer or accept a bribe 
in connection with signatures to liquor-license applications or to 
testify falsely as to the offering or accepting of such a bribe. We 
certainly protest against such a provision as section 6 of Senate bill 
5473, which vastly extends the possibilities of crime in this connec- 
tion. 

After an applicant has obtained a liquor license and opened a place 
of business, it is presumed that the residents of the neighbornood 
have no objection to the continuance of the business. The law as 
it stands in the District is based on this presumption. There is no 
necessity whatever for canvassing the area each year. If a majority 
of the neighbors are opposed to a saloon, they may sign a petition 
to have it abolished. This is the proper course to pursue, since 
signatures to such a petition would not have to be purchased and 
there would be no inducement to crime. 

Section 7 says that no intoxicating liquors shall be dispensed 
between the hours of 10 p. m. and 7 a. m. week days and not at all 
on legal holidays. We do not believe the people who are compelled, 
to go to work at a very early hour should be denied the privilege 
of procuring liquors, should they desire to do so, any more than 
those fortunate enough to be able to attend our theaters and other 
amusements, who desire this particular kind of refreshment at a 
late hour of the evening. Legal holidays as a rule are given to 
enjoyment and pleasure by the masses. Certainly no reasonable 
man desires to make Sundays out of these holidays. Should this 

f)rovision of the bill become a law the people of Washington would 
eave the city on early trains for places more congenial to spend a 
holiday in keeping wth the liberal ideas of the great majority of our 
people; the city of Washington thereby suffering the loss of money 
spent outside which was earned within the city limits, and the gen- 
eral aspect of the nation's capital presented on these holidays 
would remind the ordinary observer of a large village in the bosom 
of its usual Sunday slumber. 

Sections 16 and 20 of Senate bill 5473 provide that no liquor 
license shall be granted at a place of business within 1,000 feet of 
a public or private school, college, university, playground, park, or 
any place of religious worship, the grounds of the marine barracks, 
the War College, the engineer barracks, and the navy-yard; nor any 
license be granted for any place confronting the Capitol grounds 
or the grounds immediately surrounding and connected with any 
building or buildings owned or controlled by the United States or 
District of Columbia or located directly opposite any government 
reservation. These sections are another cunning and indirect attempt 
to secure prohibition legislation in this District and destroy the 
foJJo win^ in vestm en ts : 
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Brewers, land and equipment 38, 506, 200. 

Jobbers, land and equipment • 1, 375, 100: 

Wholesale, land and equipment : ,. 2, 656, 750^ 

Setail, land and equipment ; 7, 755, 275^ 

Bottling plants, land and equipment • 554, 650; 

Total 20,847,976 

• If the bill were enacted with this provision as it stands, every saloon^^ 
brewery, and other liquor estabUshment, including hotels and clubs\ 
in this District could be closed and kept closed, although Congress 
and the people mij^ht not have desired such a result. 

Under the existing law it is provided that * license for any of the 
purposes specified shall not be granted to any person to conduct 
sucn business within 400 feet of a public schoolhouse, private school, 
or house of reUgious worship, except in such places of business as 
may have been located previous to the erection or occupation of such 
schoolhouse, private school, or house of religious worship, '^ etc. 

The exception made in the existing law has been entirely omitted 
in section 16 of the Senate bill. The effect of this omission is to per- 
mit the estabUshment of a temporary school or place of religious 
worship near a Uquor establishment and thereby force the excise 
board to revoke the liquor license and close the place. We have 
heard that* similar legislation has been smuggled into the laws in 
other communities, resulting in the immediate creation of itinerant 
and perambulating '* churches" and '^schools" on wheels, readily 
removable from one part of a city to another, wherever it was desired 
to close a saloon. We do not care to compete with any persons 
employing such tactics to accomplish their ends. We are willing to 
accept the will of a majority of the people of any neighborhood of. 
this city, large or small, providing that such will is honestly expressed 
and obtained without coercion or bribery. We know that a majority 
of the people of this District are opposed to prohibition. We ask 
that the established custom be retained as being the nearest approach 
possible to a fair and honest expression of the popular will on the 
subject of saloons. We protest against the secret or open enactment 
of such a provision as that which places churches and schools on 
wheels in order to close saloons whicn would not be closed by a vote 
of the people. 

Part of section 17 prohibits any licensee from selling, giving, fur- 
nishing, or distributing intoxicating liquors to be carried away in 
buckets, pitchers, or other vessels. This is another attempt to 
deprive residents, housekeepers, and families the privilege of procur- 
ing draft beer. For various reasons many people do not care for 
coffee, tea, or milk; and indeed the cases are numerous where physi- 
cians have suggested that the hard-working man and the nursing 
mother or the delicate members of families dispense with the use of 
tea and coffee and instead, at mealtimes and before retiring, partake 
of a glass of good, wholesome draft beer. The beneficial result of 
this is the promotion of good cheer, temperance, and health in the 
average household where conditions of this nature prevail. The liquor 
men do not criticise this section because the elimination of the so- 
called ''growler'' means any loss of profit to them; on the contrary, 
the saloon keeper would be benefited from, a ^^QAxm'^x:^^ %V'«x?i.^'^xs^^ 
but dollars and cents does not coinp\ftt^\y \i^\5\^ \5cv^ \v^^^ ^sss»x^ ^^^ 
the necessities and requirements oi \v\s tLft\^ti!c>oT^oo$iL. ^^^ '8>;r^«s^'«v5^ 
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» 

liquor seller of Washington has a high regard for the wishes of his 
neighbors and would dislike very much to see them deprived, through 
law, of the privilege of procuring good, fresh, foaming beer from the 
near-by saloon which not only builds up the weak but aids the digest- 
ive organs of the strong. 

Section 17 says, in part: The dispensing of liquors shall be con- 
fined to the room in which the bar is located and that no chairs, 
tables, pictures, or mirrors will be permitted. Part of section 7 reads 
''that tne interior of every barroom shall at all times be exposed to 
full view from the street without obstruction by screens, blinds, cur- 
tains, stained glass, bottles, signs, or other material." A feature of 
section 12 provides that any member of the Metropolitan police force, 
on exhibiting his badge, shall have the right to inspect the premises 
where liquor is sold at all times. These provisions are no doubt 
intended to interfere with the rights and comforts of the patrons of 
liquor establishments by compelling them, if they desire to drink in 
licensed saloons, to be gazed at by the idle and curious, not to say 
anything of the passing school children, and that, in a most uninvit- 
ing place, with a policeman conducting an investigation of the prem- 
ises at his own sweet will and time; a most embarrassing position to 
force upon the man who claims the right, as an American citizen, to 
eat and drink that which appeals to his appetite and to, enjoy the 
same privacy and seclusion when taking his drink as he is accorded 
when taking his meals, we do not believe that such narrow sugges- 
tions will appeal to or receive the sanction of any deliberative body 
of intelligent men. 

Section 30 permits but 1 saloon to every 1,000 of the population 
within the fire limits of the city of vV''ashington. Just what the popu- 
lation is within the lire limits we do not loiow. The last police census 
shows 343,003 in the District of Columbia. A census taken as pro- 
vided by this bill may show about 275,000 people living within the 
fire limits of the city of vV'ashington. This would reduce the number 
of licensed places to 275. The last excise report shows that 526 
retail licenses were issued. Should this provision become a law, 241 
retail licenses would be destroyed. The manner and method to be 
adopted, in justice to all concerned, we can not imagine. Of the 526 
retail licenses granted last year, we desire to call the attention of the 
committee to the fact that 62 were to hotels and 18 to clubs, leaving 
446 establishments known as barrooms. According to the popula- 
tion, as given by the last police census, this is a barroom to about 
every 765 persons. The information we have leads us to believe that 
the standard established in other large cities is about 1 saloon to 
every 500 of the population, while the city of »v"ashington, according 
to this estimate, has 1 barroom to about every 765 of the popula- 
tion. V\'e not only ask you to consider this fact, but also the small 
number of violations of the excise law by licensed dealers. According 
to the last report it was less than 1 per centum. It seems to us this 
would appeal to the good judgment of those having the best interests 
of the people at heart to hesitate a long while before agreeing to. dis- 
turb the present orderly conditions. 

There are other features of Senate bill 5473 to which we take 
exception on the ground that they are not in harmony with the title 
of the bill itseU, which is 'Ho regulate the sale of intoxicating liquors 
in the District of Columbia. '' We contend t\ia\i \Xve^^ ^To^Ss^cyaa, 
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together with those we have discussed, are not offered in good faith, 
but are intended to destroy and prohibit the sale or manufacture of 
Uquor in this District, and not to regulate the same. The bill is an 
attempt to indirectly do what should be done directlj, if it is to be 
done at all. Why is indirection attempted? Is it because the 
interests behind this bill are afraid that a prohibition law would be 
unconstitutional? We believe that such a law would be unconsti- 
tutional, and we are satisfied that the prohibition advocates have 
reached the same conclusion. 

Holding, as we do, that Senate bill 5473 is as much a prohibition 
bill as if its title and meaning were honestly and directly stated, we 
beg leave to submit these reasons why we believe a prohibition law 
in this District would be unconstitutional. 

This association believes that it is most unjust and contrary to 
public policy to destroy the investments which have been made in 
the liquor business in the District of Columbia by making a legitimate 
business illegitimate. The liquor business is now as legitimate as 
any other business. The abuse of the liquor traffic should be pre- 
vented, and no reasonable man objects to legislation controlling the 
production, distribution, and use of liquor. But it is one thing to 
regulate and another thing to destroy. In destroying the legitimate 
liquor business a prohibition law would merely promote the illegiti- 
mate distribution of liquor, which has made the prohibition States 
notoriously successful m turning out drimkards and lawbreakers. 
Thus, instead of stamping out the abuse of liquor, with which we 
are in sympathy, prohibition laws breed new and even greater abuses. 

The investments in the liquor businecs in the District of Columbia 
have been made by law-abiding men in pursuance of law and on the 
assurance of the lawful protection of property. It is now proposed 
that this property shall be destroyed without just compensation or 
by due process of law, on the theory that the liquor business is 
inherently vicious and contrary to public policy. Is it charged that 
the reasonable use of liquor is contrary to public policy ? Not at all. 
It is the abuse of liquor that is held to be vicious. We agree with that 
view, and we stand ready to cooperate with any person for the correc- 
tion of the abuses. We do not object to any law that will correct the 
liquor abuses. 

We hold that the existing law of the District of Columbia does pre- 
vent such abuses, and that the substitutes offered, whether in the 
form of prohibition or an amendment of the existing local-option law, 
do not improve the local situation. We contend that while prohibi- 
tion would not be effective it would confiscate the capital now invested 
in the liquor business without just compensation or due process of 
law. Dynamite is a useful substance w^hen properly used, but when 
improperly used it becomes a menace to the public welfare. Because 
dynamite sometimes is improperly used, is it proposed to prohibit 
its manufacture, sale, or use, thereby destroying the capital invested 
in powder factories? Would any person seriously propose the con- 
fiscation of powder factories without just compensation? Yet the 
manufacture and sale of liquor is as legitimate as the manufacture 
and sale of dynamite. 

Why is liquor singled out as the one commodity in the woi:ldM^^^:^ 
is to be outlawed because it is sometVrcve^ mv^w^^^'^i \.^S\.^qNo^^^^ 
and better to provide against this m\s\]Lse \\\«it\ \;0 ^WfcXM^V V<^ \ssss^^^^^ 
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an outlaw ? Liquor has existed since mankind has existed, and it will 
exist to the end of time. If it is made an outlaw it wiU live an out- 
law's life, running to excess, and raising its hand ajgainst everv man. 
We point to the shocking state of aflFairs in prohibition States through 
the South, where perjury, increased drunkenness, and other mis- 
demeanors and excess have been inspired by the misuse of liquor" 
arising from the fact that liquor has been made an outlaw. We 
hold that it is an arbitrary use of power, and an unconstitutional act, 
to attempt by prohibition to interfere with the inherent right of every 
man to manage his own personal being as he pleases, so long as he 
does not interfere with the rights of others. 

What is to become of the property stricken down by the enactment 
of a prohibition law in tlie District of Columbia ? Is it * ' due process 
of law'^ to enact a law which will destroy this property? The fifth 
amendment of the Constitution of the United States provides that no 
State shall deprive a man of his life, liberty, or property without due 
process of law. Can Congress deprive a man or his property in this 
District without due process of law or just compensation? Is a law- 
abiding and tax-paying citizen engaged in the liquor business and its 
manufacture to oe declared an outlaw and stripped of his property 
without reimbursement? Such a law would be a monstrous act of 
injustice and abhorrent to the practices of civilized nations. We 
call attention to the proposed legislation in Great Britain, by which 
holders of liquor licenses are to be reimbursed by the Government 
upon the surrender of their licenses. The a^jgregate value of the 
32,000 licenses which are to be wiped out in the course of the next 
fourteen years amounts to more than $850,000,000. Lord Rothschild, 
who is universally recognized as a financial authority, does not hesi- 
tate to declare publiclv that the enactment of the proposed measure 
in Great Britain would, inevitably be followed by a panic. The basic 
reason for his statement is that the bill contemplates an attack upon 
property. The New York Sun, commenting editorially upon the 
British licensing bill, says: 

^'Lord Rothschild pointed out that the bill, if enacted, would sub- 
ject 250,000 persons, for the most part small investors, to a double 
loss of the gravest kind. The holders of brewery bonds or debentures," 
many of whom are trustees for women and children, would lose the 
greatest part of their income, and in some cases their capital. The 
owners of brewery stocks, which are very widely distributed, would 
be deprived of both income and capital. The mere proposal of the 
licensmg bill has produced a serious fall in brewery securities. It is 
feared, moreover, that if the bill becomes a law it will speedily be 
followed by other attacks upon property. 

We call the attention of the lawyers of this committee to the history 
of prohibition legislation in the State of New York. On April 9, 1855, 
a law was passed having for its title, '^An act for the prevention of 
intemperance, pauperism, and crime.'' If this law had stood the 
test of the courts and proved effective, it would have challenged the 
admiration of the world as a remedy for the three greatest evils of 
the human race. The law went into effect July 4, 1855, and a number 
of arrests and convictions resulted. Finally, however, there was a 
cessation of prosecutions pending the decision of the court of appeals 
on the constitutionality of the law in a test case. This test case was 
that of J. G. Wynhammer, of Buffalo. He had been convicted in the 



REGULATION OF LIQUOR TRAFFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 46 

lower courts of violating the law by selling '^ a gill each of rum, brandy, 
gin, wine, whisky, and strong beer,'' and had oeen sentenced to pay a 
fine of $50. Evidence that he had possessed the liquor '* before and 
on July 3, 1855,'' was objected to by the prosecuting attorney of Erie 
County, and the objection was sustained. It was on this point of 
possession that the case was taken up to the court of appeals. 

On March 25, 1856, five judges of the court of appeals reversed the 
decision and pronounced the law unconstitutional. Judge George F. 
Comstbck, who wrote the majority opinion, said that he was cognizant 
of the abuses of alcohol, and that the people of this State can dis- 
pense with its very existence, not only without injury to their aggre- 
gate interests, but with absolute benefit." He said that other articles 
might be named of which the same might be said. Nevertheless 
liquor was property, and by its seizure under the law persons would 
be deprived of their property without due process oi law, as con- 
templated by the Constitution. He continued: 

If such argument can be allowed to subvert the fundamental idea of property, then 
there is no private ri^ht entirely safe, becauee there is no limitation upon the aosolute 
discretion of the legislature and the guaranties of the Constitution are a mere waste 
of words. Property is an institution of law, and not the result of speculations in science, 
morals, or economy. 

On the property value of liquors as aif ected by the law, he said : 

It sweeps them from the commerce of the States and thus annihilates the quality 
of sale which makes them valuable to their owners. It is destructive of the notion of 
property. 

In concluding the opinion, which ended New York's experiment 
in what it was then called ^Hhe Maine law," Judge Comstock wrote: 

« 

I am not insensible to the delicacy and importance of the duty we assume in over- 
ruling an act of the legislature believed by many intelligent and good men to afford 
the best remedy for a great and admitted evil in society. But we can not forget that 
the highest function intrusted to us is that of maintaining inflexibly the fundamental 
law; and believing as I do that tlie prohibitory act transcends the constitutional limits 
of the legislative power, it must -be adjudged to be void. 

The three judges of the minority were represented by concurrent 
dissenting opinions written by Judges Johnson and Wright. They 
held that the legislature had taken only another step within its con- 
stitutional rights of regulating the liquor traffic, in that it had pro- 
vided for the sale, under certain conditions, of liquor for '^ mechanical, 
medicinal, and sacramental purposes." Judge Comstock, however, 
met this in his opinion by saying: 

These are only the occasional and incidental uses of the article. It is the general 
and primary use it is aimed at. It is the mass of property which is struck down, and 
the possible conservation of an extremely insignificant portion can not change the 
character of the law. 

PROHIBITION CAUSE OP CRIME — INTERNAL-REVENUE COMMISSIONER CABELL SO 

DECLARES, GIVING FIGURES. 

"Prohibition as the cause of crime" was the text of a discourse delivered by Inter- 
nal-Revenue Commissioner Cabell tliis week, before the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, at a hearing on the sundry civil bill. The production of "moonshine whisky " 
and other offenses against the internal-revenue laws is on the increase in all "dry" 
territory, Mr. Cabell asserted. 

"Owing to the fact that a large amoimt of territory has recently changed, on account 
of state legislation, from license to no-license territory, the amount of moonshining 
and blockading has increased enormously," Mr. Cabell told the committee. 
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"Those increases took place in States that have recently gone dry? " Representative 
Fitzgerald, of New York, inquired. 

''Yes, sir," Mr. Cabell replied. 

*'How does the number of criminal cases arising now in the States where prohibition 
laws have been enacted compare with the number of cases in those States prior to the 
enactment of such prohibition legislation?" inquired Representative Tawney, of 
Minnesota, chairman of the Appropriations Committee. 

"A very great increase— a notable increase," Mr. Cabell replied. "In Georgia, 
last year, there were 294 illicit distilleries seized and destroyed. For the year ending 
June 30, 1909, there were G23. In North Carolina, which has recently gone dry, the 
proportion is just about the same. In Oklahoma there were practically three times 
as many arrests and reports of violations since the State has gone dry as there were for 
the corresponding period while the State was a licensed territory." 

In addition to the great number of letters and petitions now on 
file with the committees we beg to call your attention to the expres- 
sions of citizens and organizations in the District of Columbia who 
have protested against any change in the existing law, including the 
following : 

The Personal Liberty League of the District of Columbia, with a 
petition of residents and taxpayers numbering about 50,000. 

The German- American Building Association of tliis District, with 
$1,000,000 capital and 3,000 members, all of these taxpayers in the 
District of Columbia, protesting against any change in the existing 
law. 

The Chamber of Commerce of Washington, D. C. 

The United German Societies of the District of Columbia. 

The Hotelmen's Association of the District of Columbia'. 

Various fraternal and beneficial organizations of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Master Butchers' Association of the District of Columbia. 

The outing clubs of the District of Columbia. 

The Washington Sick Relief Association. 

The German Orphan Asylum Association of the District of Columbia. 

Arminius Lodge, No. 25, F. A. A. M., of the District of Columbia. 

The Columbia Ice Company. 

Veterans of the Eighth liattahon, of the District of Columbia. 

William Tell Lodge, No. 5, 1. O. K. of P., of the District of Columbia. 

The Concordia Circle of the District of Columbia. 

The Bakers' Benevolent Association of the District of Columbia. 

German Beneficial Union of the District of Columbia. 

Norwegian Society of the District of Columbia. 

Petitions from lawyers, doctors, druggists, cigar dealers, clothiers, 
furniture dealers, hverymen, second-hand dealers, real estate firms, 
German- American societies, and letters from men and women residing 
and paying taxes in this District. 

The Central Labor Union of the District of Columbia. 

Some of the most prominent and successful business men in the city 
of Washington have expressed their approval of the present excise law. 
In addition, the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, the recog- 
nized official executive governing board of the nation's capital, has 
made an adverse report on Senate bill 5473, and, indeed, there seems 
to be no desire to change the present excise law only by those who 
would prohibit the manufacture, use, and sale of tobacco in any form 
and would close all opera houses, picture shows, circuses, prevent 
baseball, footb&ll, dancing, all kinds of games played w\t\v cards, domi- 
noes, or other devices, and would select what you s\vo\Adea\,,dira^3L,w£\.^ 
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wear, and designate the church you should attend, and, finally, relieve 
you of every privilege now enjoyed. We contend that where man is 
deprived of his God-given liberties and is not permitted to enjoy them, 
he can not and does not appreciate the rights of others, and hence 
can not be a good citizen. We do not think the citizens of this city, 
either men or women, should be compelled to refrain from partaking 
of liquid refreshments through the inconvenience imposed b\^ this pro- 
hibitory measure. This treatment is due only crimmals. We should 
not assume that our people are criminals and restrict them in all their 
personal habits and moral conduct for fear that a few weak or depraved 
characters can not or will not control themselves. All just measures 
are intended for the sole and exclusive purpose of protecting: and guar- 
anteeing the personal rights and liberties of all the people. Sump- 
tuary legislation is in direct antagonism to this. The agitators now 
advocating these narrow measures assume that the people are incapa- 
ble of self-control and that they must be directed and controlled in the 
use of intoxicating liquors by the official few. They greatly magnify 
their own importance, as egotists always do, and minimize the 
strength, virtue, and wisdom of the masses. Such ideas are repug- 
nant and, in fact, are contemptible, to all people of even ordinary 
intelligence who are not influenced by selfish motives. 

We believe that when individuals differ concerning moral or relig- 
ious matters or social or personal habits, one is as apt to be right as 
another, and that the Government should not interfere to make one 
conform to the opinion of the other. Should any sumptuary measure 
similar to Senate bill 5473, which is intended to deceive by using the 
word '^regulate" instead of '^prohibit," be enacted into law for the 
District or Columbia, by the Congress of the nation, it would be a step 
toward prohibition stamped with the seal of the United States Govern- 
ment, because the voice of the great majoritv of the people speaks 
when Congress legislates. If prohibition should prevail this Govern- 
ment would be controlled by bigots, fanatics, zealots, despots, tyrants, 
and intolerant persons, who would, by despotic methods, regardless of 
our Constitution, force the people to quit making, selling, shipping, or 
giving away any kind of liquor, either in fact or supposed to be 
intoxicating, except for sacramental purposes or for tne sick when 
they could prove themselves to be sick; they would prohibit you from 
having any such liquor at your home, your place of business, or on 
your person, or from keeping it elsewhere, and the fact that you had 
it would be made prima facie evidence of the fact that you kept it for 
an unlawful purpose. There are so many good and sufficient reasons 
why Congress should be very, very careful before deciding to change 
the excise law here in the people's city, which would have such a 
tremendous effect on the whole country, that without further enumer- 
ating them, we will submit what we have said with the hope and wish 
that the best interest of the country at large be consiclered before 
voting to change our present law. 

Following are the expressions of well-known people: 

The resolution, which was unanimously adopted by the chamber, was as follows: 
"Resolved by the Chamber of Commerce of Washington: That in the opinion of 
this chamber the enactment of a prohibition law is inadvisable^ and we hereby peti- 
tion the Committee on the District of Columbia to make an adverse rei^ott<^\?i^*&.Vk\>r^». 
providing for prohibition in this District, ot lot 0117 e\iaiv^'fe^ va. >i5^^ ^^%<\X!»%\v^^'5svX7sj^ 
of the District. " 



"48 BEGUXfATIOiq: O^ liquor traffic in district of COLUMBIA. 

. Judge Ivory G. Kimball, of the federal branch of the police court, said: "My 
position is a peculiar one, and I would like to have time to enter into a more thorougn 
and intelligent discussion of the subject. At first blush, however, I am undecided 
•whether it would be wise at this time, as has been suggested, to change our present 
system, which is nothing less than local option. We already have local option, square 
by square. Each square in the city can abolish the saloons, if they so desire. The 
residents of each particular locality, under existing regulations, are permitted to pro- 
test against any application for a liquor license. 

"No doubt exists in my mind that prohibition is the strongest and most helpful 
thing for Washington. As I say, however, it is a very serious question in my own 
mind whether the attempt toward total abolition of the liquor traflSc would subserve 
the ends of the community and the home any better than the plan now in force. 

"It would be unwise and impolitic for me to anticipate what Confess may do in 
the way of legislation, but I think a general prohibition law would be impracticable.*' 

William F. Mattingly, president of the Bar Association of the District of Columbia: 
"If whisky could be abolished, so would be abolished the source of crime, poverty, 
and misery among people. I think if the good temperance people would direct their 
energies toward getting legislation that would cause the manufacture of better and 
purer grades of wines, they would attain better results than by the proposed scheme 
tor pr(mibition, or by encouraging total abstinence. 

, "I don't believe in legislation prescribing what I shall eat, what I shall drink, or 
what I shall wear. That is my business and the rights of every individual. I am 
opposed to what would be a liquor franchise in this city. I am firmly convinced 
about the impracticability of total-abstinence agitation. The temperance advocates, 
in directing their efforts that way, will realize that it is not plausible. I dislike to 
anticipate what action Congress might take, but I believe any law along this line 
would be a failure, because the real sentiment of the people of the city would not be 
expressed in the voting." 

Rabbi Louis Stern, of the Washington Hebrew Congregatipn: " I am opposed to the 
princi{)le of prohibition. I am a firm believer in temperance, the inculcating of 
which into the minds of men I believe to be an educational function. Wherever pro- 
hibition has been tried it has proved a failure — that is, the prohibition laws have failed 
to bring about the condition of affairs which they anticipated. The consumption of an 
equal quantity of liquor after a community has adopted prohibition laws is a sad com- 
mentary on their effectiveness. That as much liquor is consumed after prohibition as 
before is a known fact." 

R. Ross Perry, attorney: "The evils from the sale of whisky are great. I believe 
in temperance in all things. But I am unalterably opposed to having the vagaries and 
notions of the temperance agitators of the entire country centered in this city, and of 
making the community the test ground or experimental station for thrashing out 
theories and ideas advanced along the line of prohibition. Expressing my own per- 
sonal views, and for the general good, I will say I believe prohibition to' be a good 
thing. National legislation along the line of prohibition for this city would not seem, 
at this time, to be either practicable or ad\asable." 

A. Lisner said that he favored local option for the District. Mr. Lisner also said that 
high license would do away with many of the evils of the liquor traffic. 

" I am heartily in favor of local option, " said Mr. Lisner, " oecause I believe that the 
people should have a right to decide all such questions for themselves. They certainly 
should not have prohibition forced upon them. That would be an infraction of their 
rights. I believe strongly in high license, for while it does not in any sense lessen the 
amount of drinking in a community, it does lessen the number of saloons, and this, I 
think, is an advantage to householders. It would also do away with the worse class of 
saloons, those in which the worst whisky is sold, and in which disorderly conduct is 
most likely to occur." 

"You can't make people good by legislation," said W. V. Cox, positively, when 
asked for his Adews on the local option agitation, '* and I for that reason believe in local 
option. Legislation to do away with the liquor traffic would not have the desired 
effect. I believe in as high a license as is practicable. This reduces the number of 
saloons and also insures a better class of saloons. It does away with the small drinking 
places. Of course, by high license you run the risk of the *jug in the fence comer.' 
That class whose chief aim seems to be evasion of the law will always be with us, but 
they will not be so numerous with high license as they would be with total prohibi- 
t/on. ^' 
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W. H. MoseSj of W. B. Moses & Co., also favored local option. " I am emphaticallv 
against prohibition, '* he said. "I believe in high license, but I think it is high 
enough now." 

"I am against prohibition," said Patrick J. Grogan, of the firm of Peter Grogan. 
" I believe the liquor business is just as legitimate as any other. I believe it should 
be offered the same protection as any other business. The license should be in 
accordance with other licenses, and not prohibitive." 

Harry King, of King's Palace, was another who expressed himself against prohi- 
bition. 

"I am absolutely against prohibition," he said. "I believe the sale of liquor to 
intoxicated persons should be prohibited and that other restrictions should be en- 
forced. I am in favor of a high license, but I think prohibition in Washington would 
be a source of great harm. No one has any more right to tell a man he shouldn't 
drink than he has to tell him he shouldn't go to church." 

"I am against prohibition or anything which will go back to the old blue laws," 
said Mr. Prince, of R. Harris & Co. "That would be going backward instead of pro- 
gressing. I believe in a high license and the proper restriction of the liquor trade, 
but we don't want prohibition in Washington. " 

" Prohibition in W^ashington would be a very bad thing," was the opinion of Joseph 
Strasbiu-ger, of the Family Shoe Store. "I am, of course, in favor of keeping tne 
saloons down to the minimum, but I think the present system of regulating the issuance 
of licenses through the excise board is very good. I believe a man should have the 
right to take a drmk whenever he wants to. Prohibition does not prohibit. If a man 
wants a drink, he is going to get it by one means or another." 

"I have not fully made up my mind on the subject of local option," said Mr. Gude, 
president Chamber of Commerce, "but I am opposed in any event to prohibition. If 
the majority of the people of the city should come out for local option, I would vote 
with them, for I believe in letting the majority rule. I would not, however, be in 
favor of a very high license, as I mink that it is the prohibitive price of liquor that 
makes it a temptation, especially among the poorer classes. It's the treating prac- 
tice," continued Mr. Gude, earnestly, "that makes drunkards in America. The 
false idea of good fellowship — the buying of drinks by one person for another person 
to imbibe. If beer was sold for 2 cents a glass, there would be very few druuKards. 
For the young lady of the story who said, 'This water is simply delicious; isn't it a 
pity that it isn't a sin to drink it?' expressed a great truth of human nature. The 
hign price of liquor makes poor men think that it is something valuable, to be 
obtained at any cost. I have had a large experience with men, and I find that some 
work better when they have a drink of beer and others not so well. It is a personal 
question to be decided by individuals. For that reason prohibition would not, in 
my judgment, work at all well. If we by legislation forbid men to drink whisky and 
beer, why not tea and coffee? The one is no more harmful than the other, and, in my 
own opinion, coffee and cigars, especially when smoked on the street, are far more 
harmful than whisky ever was." 

"In Germany, where I have traveled extensively, drunkards are rare. In America, 
they are, unfortunately, too common. Why is this? Because Germany, with her 
civilization, so much older than ours, has had experience with the liquor question 
and has solved the problem to her own satisfaction by allowing the people to have 
their beer without legal restrictions. Beer is cheap and common in Germany. The 
people, young and old, rich and poor, enter the beer gardens quite freely. There is 
no false glamor about beer drinkii^, and beer has ceased to be looked upon as a 
luxury. It has not the taste of forbidden fruit, and the laborer, largely because he 
does not have to pay much for it or break the law to get it, does not value it highly 
or become intoxicated upon it. I think we might do well to imitate Germany in this 
respect." 

Cardinal Gibbons addressed the Knights of Columbus in Washington as follows: 
"Then I was informed on entering the hall that this is not loaned property; that this 
is your own property. This is not rented, but belongs to you, I am told, ana I am very 
much gratified to hear that you are assembled within walls of property which you can 
call your own. You see already the economic fruits of a society like this, because the 
comer stone, as it were, of your organization is temperance, sobriety. Not temperance 
that makes it a sin to partake of a glass of wine; not that spirit of ^naticism that we see 
now in the air, but it is the only temperance worthy of the nama, ^\fc\s>c^<s«s>kR.<5v"<feaxSa» 
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produced by the joint action of your own God-given free will and the grace of God 
united with you. That is the only way to be temperate, by a personal resolution 
aided by the grace of God. All the prohibition in the world will not make a man 
temperate unless his own will is converted to that good cause." 

President Taft in his work **Four Aspects of Civic Duty:" 

** Nothing is more foolish, nothing more utterly at variance with sound policy, than 
to enact a law which, by reason of conditions surrounding the community, is inca- 
pable of enforcement. Such instances are sometimes presented by sumptuary laws, by 
which the sale of intoxicating liquor is prohibited under penalties in localities where 
the public sentiment of the immediate community does not and will not sustain the 
enforcement of the law. In such cases the legislation is usually the result of agitation 
by people in the country districts, who are determined to make their fellow-citizens 
in the city better. The enactment of the law comes through the country representa- 
tives, who form a majority of the legislature; but the enforcement of the law is among 
the people, who are generally opposed to its enactment, and under such circum- 
stances the law is a dead letter. In cases where the sale of liquor can not be prohibited 
in fact it is far better to regulate than to attempt to stamp it out. 

*'By the enactment of a drastic law and the failure to enforce it there is injected 

into the public mind the idea that laws are to be observed or violated according to 

the will of those affected . I need not say how altogether pernicious such a loose theory 

is. * * * The constant violation or neglect of any law leads to a demoralized view 

of all laws." 

**I think the doctrine of prohibition is at war with all the ideas and teachings of the 
English-speaking race," says Reverend Doctor Harwood, of New Haven, Conn. '* We 
never can tolerate the idea that because one man does not want to use a certain thing 
no one else is to be allowed to use it — provided, of course, that it is not wrong in itself. 
If you take the ground that the use of alcohol is sinful and criminal, then the doctrine 
of prohibition may be considered; but even then the question might arise whether the 
State could interfere with the individual conscience. The great majority of the good 
and wise men the world dver — men whose characters are respected and whose opinions 
are likewise respected — do not consider the use of alcoholic drink in itself either sinful 
or criminal. There can be no question about the side on which the wisdom and intelli- 
gence of the world's greatest and best men is enlisted in this matter. Here and there a 
wise man can be found who is in favor of prohibition; but these are the exceptions, and 
are very few. The conscience of the world goes against this doctrine." 

Addressing the Catholic Union of Missouri, the Rev. PVanz GoUer, pastor of SS. 
Peter and Paul's Church, declared that Pope Pius X was not in sympathy with the 
prohibition idea now spreading through this country. 

Monsignor Goller's remarks are deemed significant because he was among the first 
priests to be raised to the rank of papal private chamberlain by the pontiff. 

"The Pope certainly does believe in temperance," he said, "that is, moderation 
in all things, but not absolute prohibition. That is not the spirit of freedom, but of 
autocratic government. The holy father himself takes a glass of wine, and believes 
that men should be allowed to use their own judgment in what they should eat and 
what they should drink, and not have other men decide such matters for them." 

Dr. Charles H. Parkhurst, pastor of Madison Square Presbyterian Church, who, as 
president of the Society for the Prevention of Crime, a few years ago made the cluu:ge 
of partnership between the police of this city and criminals that led to a legislative 
investigation of the department, has authorized a formal interview, in which he 
advocated the passage of laws only so stringent as appealed to the average senti- 
ment of the community. He would legalize the sale of liquor on certain hours of the 
Sabbath, he said, if tne community demanded such a practice. This was on the 
theory that only laws backed by popular will could be enforced, and that unenforced 
laws led to a degeneracy of morals. 

Doctor Parkhurst said: 

"While I will not say that prohibition by statute is impossible, I do know that no 
prohibitory statute enacted in the past has actually prohibited traflSc in liquor. 

"I believe in the passage of laws only so stringent as to be sure of the indorsement 
of the average sentiment of the community. If you enact laws beyond that point 
your statute will not be enforced, and a statute that is not enforced is a great deal 
worse than no statute at all." 
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Extract from an address of Abraham Lincoln made in April, 1864: 
**The world has never had a good definition of the word 'liberty/ and the Ameri- 
can people just now are much in want of one. We all declare for liberty; but in using 
the same word we do not all mean the same thing. With some the word 'liberty ' may 
mean for each man to do as he pleases with mmself and the product of his labor, 
while with others the same word may mean for some men to do as they please with 
otter men and the product of other men's labor. Here are two not only different 
but incompatible things called by the same name, 'liberty.* And it follows that each 
of the things is, by the respective parties, called by two different and incompatible 
names — * liberty * and ' tryanny . ' ' ' 

In another address Lincoln said : 

"Prohibition will work great injury to the cause of temperance. It is a species of 
intemperance within itself, for it goes beyond the bounds of reason in that it attempts 
to control a man's appetite by legislation and in making crimes out of things that are 
not crimes. 

" A prohibition law strikes a blow at the very principles on which our Government 
was founded." 

Gen. U. S. Grant was opposed to prohibition, and gave the following example to 
illustrate his view of the matter: 

"I know from my own experience that when I was at West Point, the fact that 
tobacco in every form was prohibited, and the mere possession of the weed severely 
punished, made a majority of the cadets, myself included, try to acquire the habit of 
using it." 

General Grant died of a cancer caused by excessive smoking, the result of a habit 
cultivated because of a prohibitory rule. 

Thomas Jefferson laid down the following principles: 

"No man has a natural right to commit aggression on the equal rights of another, and 
this is all from which the law ou^ht to restrain him; every man is under the natural 
duty of contributing to the necessities of society, and this is all the laws ought to enforce 
on him. When the laws have declared and enforced all this, they have fulfilled their 
functions, and the idea is quite unfounded that on entering into society we give up 
any natural right." 

John Quincy Adams said : 

" Self-government is the foundation of all our political and social institutions, and it 
is by self-government alone that the law of temperance can be enforced. Seek not to 
enforce upon your brother by legislative enactments that virtue which he can possess 
only by the dictates of his own conscience and the energy of his own free will." 

Jefferson Davis spoke of prohibition in the following terms: 

"Our sires rejected all such pretensions, their system being: 'Government by the 
people, for the people, resting on natural, inalienable rights.' You have already 
provision for local prohibition. If it has proved the wooaen horse in which a dis- 
guised enemy to State sovereignty as the guardian of individual liberty was intro- 
duced, let it be a warning that the progressive march would probably be from village 
to State and from State to United States and result in governmental supervision and 
paternity instead of the liberty the heroes of 1776 left as a legacy to their posterity." 

President Eliot, of Harvard, says: 

"There has been concurrent evil of prohibitory legislation. The efforts to enforce 
it during forty years have had some unlooked-for effects on public respect for courts, 
judicial proceeding, oaths, and law in general, and for officers of the law, le^slators, 
and public servants. The public has seen law defied — a whole generation of habitual . 
lawbreakers schooled in evasion and shamelessness; courts ineffective through fluc- 
tuations of policy, delays, penuries, negligences, and other miscarriages of justice; 
officers of the law double-faced and mercenary, legislators timid and insincere, can- 
didates for office hypocritical and truckling, and officeholders unfaithful to pledges 
and reasonable public expectation. Through an agitation which has always had a 
moral end, these immoralities have been developed and made conspicuous." 

Herbert Spencer on decline of drunkenness: 

"Elsewhere I have illustrated the curious truth that while an evil is very peat it 
attracts little or no attention; that when, from one or another cause, it is mitigated, 
recognition of it brings efforts to decrease it; and when it has much diminished, there 
comes a strong demand that strong measures shall be taken for its eiLt\xiJi^YQjcL\^cafe5>s:^ 
means having done so much, a peremptory caW lot aj\.\!^eSsk\.T£i«MQa wSara^. ^w<b '^'^M^k 
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instances I named was the immense decline in drunkenness which has taken place 
since the eighteenth century, followed during recent times by a loud advocacy of leg- 
islation for suppressing it. The occasion for recalling this instance has been the dis- 
covery of evidence showing how extreme were the excesses of our great-grand&ithei8. 
' * What has produced the transformation that has since taken place? Not legislation^ 
not stem repression, not coercion. The improvement haa slowly arisen, along with 
other social improvements, from natural causes. Nature's power of curing has been 
in operation, but this laige fact and other large facts having like implications are 
ignored by our agitators. They can not be made to recognize tne process of evolution 
resulting from men's daily activities, though facts forced on them from morning till 
night show this in myriadfold ways. Undeveloped brains can not recognize the 
results of slow, silent, invisible causes." 

Cardinal Logue, Ireland's great primate, in an interview with a group of Washington 
newspaper men, said: "I believe that absolute prohibition is practically impossible. 
Of course we would all be glad to curb drunkenness. The question is how to do it. 
I believe no nation has absolute prohibition except Norway. And I am told," added 
Cardinal Logue, with a twinkle, "that even in Norway it is possible to get liquor for 
medical purposes and that the inhabitants are frequently afflicted with pains m their 
stomachs." 

Respectfully submitted. 

The Washington Mercantile Association, 
Hugh F. Harvey, Secretary. 

STATEMENT OF J. WALTER MITCHELL. 

- The Chairman. Whom do you represent ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Mr. Chairman, I am secretary of the Personal 
Liberty League. 

The Chairman. What is that ? 

Mr. Mitchell. It is an organization composed of people who 
beUeve in personal liberty. I nave not the articles of incorporatioii 
or the members of the organization with me. 

The Chairman. Do you have regular meetings ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes. 

The Chairman. What do you mean by personal liberty ? 

Mr. Mitchell. We mean the right to live properly as we see fit, 
without being regulated. 

The Chairman. As you see fit ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Properly, I said. 

The Chairman. You do not believe in regulation at all? 

Mr. Mitchell. I used the word ''properly'' — as our conscience 
dictates, without an effort being made to make us good by legislation. 
We believe that no man can be made good by legislation. The his- 
tory of this world shows that attempts to do that have been failures. 

'The Chairman. Are you opposed to local option ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes. 

The Chairman. Are you opposed to any regulation of the liquor 
traffic ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No; we believe in regulation, proper regulation. 

The Chairman. In what respect ? 

Mr. Mitchell. We believe tne present law is a model law. 

The Chairman. You believe in personal liberty, and yet you think 
a majority of the people in the community ought not to regulate it by 
vote, from time to time ? 

Mr. Mitchell. We do not believe the majority of the people in thia 
community want prohibition. 
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The Chairman. You saj you do not believe in local option ? 
Mr. Mitchell. We believe in local option. We believe that a 
majoritjr of the people should rule. If a majority of the people wants 

Krohibition, all right. This petition which I present to vou is signed 
y men within the voting age in the District of Columbia, by more 
tnan 50,000. It represents every phase of citizenship in tne Dis- 
trict — professional men, business men, working men, and every other 
class oi men. We do not give merely the name of the man, out we 
give his address. We give the name and the address of each signer, 
so that the names can be verified if the committee desires. 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I am a newspaper man. 

Senator Fletcher. Are these genuine signatures ? 

Mr. Mitchell. All, so far as I know. I am informed by the young 
man who counted them that there are more than 50,000. 

The Chairman. Were they signed individually? 

Mr. Mitchell. Yes. 

The Chairman. I received in one envelope yesterday 50 letters, 
a,nd I imagine that one individual signed them all. 

Mr. Mitchell. There are individual petitions to the number of 
probably 150 or 200. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, will you make all of these petitions, 
on both sides, for and against, a part of the record ? 

The Chairman. We could not do that, because we are trying to save 
the Government from bankruptcy in the matter of printing. 

Mr. Harvey. Will they be considered as having been received and a 
note made of them? 

The Chairman. Oh, certainly. 

Senator Burkett. Mr. Mitchell, how were these signatures pro- 
cured ? 

' Mr. Mitchell. The petitions were left in business houses in the 
District, and signed voluntarily. 

Senator Burkett. What sort of business houses ? 

Mr. Mitchell. No canvass was taken at all. 

Senator Burkett. What sort of business houses ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Saloons, drug stores, groceries, and other places 
of business. They were in some of the principal drug stores m the 
city, and the grocery stores and the saloons. 

The Chairman. Cniefly saloons, were they not ? 

Mr. Mitchell. I do not know that. 

Senator Burkett. What newspaper are you connected with ? 

Mr. Mitchell. Senator, I am not here representing a newspaper. 

tam here representing myself individually as an officer of the Personal 
iberty League. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, there are about a dozen gentlemen 
here, who are all anxious to be heard. They are all interested in 
behalf of the interests that they represent — not of the liquor business. 
I would like to have them heard, but I do not know who to call first. 

The Chairman. It is very frequently the case that 383 statesmen 
want to be heard in the House of Representatives, but they bring in 
a rule limiting debate to one hour. I do not see how we can hear 
everybody — give them a minute apiece. 

Mr. Harvey. I will call the YionoraXAe SjVhioti^^. 
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STATEMENT OF MR. SIMON WOLF. 

Mr. Wolf. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
here as the representative of the German societies of this city, in 
federation, composed of 28 of the leading citizens of the capital of 
the Union. I nave lived here for forty-eight years, and I have 
traveled a great deal abroad and at home. I say here, without fear 
of successful contradiction, that there is not at present in the whole 
world a better governed city, one that has respect for law and order 
and decency than this city, and I know of what I speak. I have not 
seen this tremendous amount of reeling on the streets or on the 
street cars or in the restaurants, and I am a busy man and come in 
contact with all classes of men. The present law as it exists and has 
existed, to my knowledge, is absolutely sufficient for all purposes, 
except in some of the minor details. The present bill, if enacted^ 
as has been already stated, is simply prohibition under a disguise. 
The proponents of this bill, who are good Christians, good citizens, a 
great many of them personal friends, might be frank enough to so 
state, and then let us meet the conditions as they confront us. 

Now, I know that prohibition does not prohibit. I am aware of 
that fact by absolute contact with it in the States where prohibi- 
tion has been proclaimed. I go annually to the city of Atlanta to 
visit a home of which I am the president. Prohibition obtains there 
now, and I can get all of the liquor that I want, not only in the in- 
dividual homes, but in every hotel of that city. It has simply made a 
class of liars, and perjurers, and hypocrites, something which is always 
the natural result of legislation of this character, which goes against 
the inborn instincts of the average man. Last year I was in Savannah, 
where prohibition is supposed to obtain and I asked a poUceman 
where 1 could get something to drink. He took me in front of a 
Catholic cathedral and he said, ''My dear friend, this is the only 
place in Savannah where you can not get a drink.'' 

You have put on the statute books a law in regard to barbers, 
that they must not shave on Sunday. What is the result? The 
average citizen who formerly paid 15 cents on Sunday is now com- 
pelled to pay 50 cents and a dollar. Every barber in the city violates 
that law, and it was made for the benefit of the barber and not for 
the benefit of the gentleman who wanted to be shaved. 

The Chairman. The barbers petitioned for that law. 

Mr. Wolf. Exactly, because it was a great deal of money in their 
pockets. 

The Chairman. I do not think that is correct. I have run this 
city down on one or two occasions to get shaved on Sunday and I 
could not. 

Mr. Wolf. Well, Mr. Chairman, if you will come to me or telephone 
to me, I will take you to a dozen places where you can get shaved. 

The Chairman. I have no doubt that you could. 

Mr. Wolf. I will take you. 

The Chairman. Are you against the provision of the existing law 
that prohibits the sale oi liquor on Sunday in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Wolf. Not at all, not for a moment. 

The Chairman. Then there is not very much force in that part of 
jY?ar argument. 
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Mr. Wolf. I am a law-abiding citizen, and I always, have been. 
I belong to a class of people that are always sober and orderly, and 
we educate our children at home, and there is where the rub comes in. 
I took my son with me and I would go to a restaurant when he was 
thirteen or fourteen years of age. If he wanted a drink he could take 
it with me, and not sneak into the place without me. To-day he is 
the chief justice of the supreme court of Porto Rico, a good American^ 
as good as his father, and Mr. Chairman, you have certified that I am 
a good American. 

The Chairman. You are indeed a good citizen. 

Mr. Wolf. Very well. Now then, there is one feature in that bill 
that is most drastic and uncalled for, and that is in regard to the 
reservation where beer is manufactured. There are men engaged 
in that business in this city who are pioneers of progress in the 
development of our city, who constructed their breweries before those 
reservations were established, and it simply means confiscation if 
this bill is passed, and the late lamented Justice Brewer, in the famous 
Kansas case said, and wisely said, that there should be no confisca- 
tion without compensation. If you pass that bill you will confiscate 
the property of some of the best men in the city, men of pure char- 
acter and of high tone, philanthropic, who are at the forefront of 
every civic duty that pertains to the basis of American citizenship. 
There should be no sentiment in this business, but it should be a 
matter of practical utiUty. Let a commission be appointed, either 
by order oi Congress or by the direction of the commissioners. Let 
seven or nine representative men of this city, representing all inter- 
ests, be appointed, who can come together, soberly and intelligently, 
and in plenty of time, and make a report^ upon the conditions that 
exist, and tnen suggest a bill which Congress may at a later time 
consider; but at a hearing like this, where 50,000 are represented on 
one side on paper, and 50,000 represented on the other side on paper, 
and religious feeUng is injected mto the matter, and moral guestions 
that have no business with an excise bill except as to its application — 
at such a hearing as this you can not get at the truth. What you 
want in this city is the present law possibly amended in minor details, 
which gives you local option, which gives you high Hcense, which 
gives you the provisions that you need, and then let that law be 
administered properly. See to it that the poUce force is reinforced, 
not only by law, but by order and example, and then a great many 
of the things complained of will entirely disappear. 

You have seen the reaction already in regard to prohibition. In 
the State of Georgia to-day, if they could vote, you would not have 

{►rohibition. In the State of Alabama last year there was a reaction, 
n the State of Ohio and the State of Indiana there is a reaction. 
And what did Mr. Littlefield, the great apostle of temperance in the 
State of Maine, tell a friend of mine the other day ? My friend said 
to him, ^^Mr. Littlefield, how does prohibition affect the Stat.e of 
Maine?'' Mr. Littlefield said, ^^Why, Uquor is drunk and sold the 
whole year, and at the end of the year we hold them up and fine them 
from threie hundred to five hundred and a thousand dollars.'' That 
is the effect of prohibition in Maine, and it will be the effect as long 
as man exists. 

The Chairman. Are you at liberty to Sit^it^ \X\^ wsxcife ^\ ^^^ ^^^s^s:^^- 
man to whom Mr. Littlefield made l\\«A, xemaxV^ 
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Mr. Wolf. I will get his permission, and cheerfully give it to you. 

The Chairman. It does not seem possible that Mr. Little&eld 
could have said that. 

* Mr. Wolf. I am not revealing any secret. I am stating a fact 
that was given to me. 

Now, I want it distinctly understood by one and all that I am not 
appearing here as the attornev for any liquor dealers' association, nor 
for any individual liquor dealer. I am not here as a representative 
of any brewers' association. I am simply here as an American 
citizen representing these German oi^anizations, and personally to 
protest against the drastic features of this bill. 

There is one other feature. Why don't you introduce the con- 
tinental system of seUing liquor, where men and women, husbands 
and wives can go and read trie daily paper and the literature of the 
hour and discuss matters over a glass of light California wine or 
beer— do away with the glittering things that entice men, possibly, 
into the standing barroom. Do away with your American system 
of treating and adopt the Dutch system of every man paying for 
himself, arid then you may possibly bring about a great reform in all 
directions, and I am sure tne Liquor Dealers' Association would not 
object to that. 

The Chairman. You do not think that would be feasible in this 
country, do you ? 

Mr. Wolf. Absolutely. Why should it be feasible in other coun- 
tries ? We are the greatest people on the face of the earth. We take 
the initiative in other things. 

The Chairman. In the other countries there are a great many 
things that we would not adopt here. 

Mr. Wolf. Yes; but there are a great many things we could adopt. 
We are not so great that we can not still learn, but we are so great 
that other nations are learning from us. 

The Chairman. You know a great many people think that we ought 
to adopt the continental Sunday. I am airaid we are doing that in 
Washington pretty rapidly now. I do not believe in it. 

Mr. Wolf. I have not seen anything of it. 1 believe in the National 
Museum being opened, and the Congressional Library being opened, 
and I believe that all places that pertain to the education of tne masses 
should be open after church hours on Sunday afternoon. 

The Chairman. How about the theaters and the moving-picture 
shows ? 

Mr. Wolf. I have not said anything about the theaters, but every- 
body knows that there are things done and said in the theaters and 
in these moving-picture shows that are now illustrating and illumi- 
nating the Bible, with all its glorious passages, and that would be very 
instructive. 

The Chairman. And prize fights as well? 

Mr. Wolf. Oh, prize fights ? You will have to deal with the news- 
papers in regard to them and not with me. 

STATEMENT OF EMMETT L. ADAMS. 

The Chairman. Mr. Harvey, your hour is gone. 
Mr. Harvey, The Central Labor Union has a representative here^ 
^nd he is desirous of being heard. 
The Chairman, W^^h we will grant bim two imnutes^. 
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Mr. Adams. I understood that you were going to extend Mr. 
Harvey's time by reason of interruptions. 

The Chairman. I have extended it. 

Mr. Adams. I represent the Central Labor Union, the working 
people of the Distnct of Columbia, who are interested in this pro- 
posed legislation because of the effect that they apprehend it will 
nave on mdustrial conditions. There are, we estimate, about 8,000 
people, 8,000 breadwinners, dependent uj>on the liquor industry in 
the District of Columbia. Those 8,000 people represent, we beUeve, 
32,000 of our population, and we undertake to say that if the saloons 
are put out or business, if these men are thrown out of employment, 
then there will be placed upon the unions, just as in the past, the 
necessity to take care of these people and their families. 

The Chairman. TVliat do these 8,000 men do ? 

Mr. Adams. They are teamsters, brewery workers, bartenders, 
cigar makers, and I could go through the entire category of trades 
in the District of Columbia, both skilled and unskilled. 

The Chairman. The regulation of the liquor traffic would not 
affect the smoking of cigars. 

Mr. Adams. Perhaps not, but it would do this, it would interfere 
with the distribution of more than two million and a half cigars in 
the District of Columbia that are now being distributed through the 
saloons. 

The Chairman. But they would get them outside. 

Senator Burkett. What proportion of the labor unions do you 
represent ? 

Mr. Adams. The Central Labor Union, which is made up of several 
local unions. 

Senator Burkett. I have had two or three letters from these labor 
nnions saying that some resolution that had been passed at some 
time did not represent the Central Labor Union people at all. 

Mr. Adams. The Central Labor Union passed a resolution in oppo- 
sition to this bill. 

The Chairman. How many were present at that time ? 

Mr. Adams. The Central Labor Union is made up of about 275 or 
300 delegates, and, just making an estimate, I would say that there 
were 125 of those delegates present on that evening. They represent 
25,000 breadwinners in the District of Columbia. There may be and 
perhaps are some among the labor movement in the District of Colum- 
oia who are not in accord with the action of the labor union at all 
times. This is true of the church. We will find people in the church 
who are opposed to the position of the church on this particular 
measure. We as working people know something about the alley 
houses and the insanitary houses that have been referred to here. I 
personally served on President Roosevelt's Homes Commission. I 
made an investigation. People do not live in alley houses becaus?. of 
choice. They Uve there because they are not properly paid, so that 
they could live in other sections of the city. Ihave been intimately 
connected with the Associated Charities in this town, and I know the 
Associated Charities spend 10 per cent of their money because the 
breadwinner can not nnd employment, and now we want to throw 
10,000 more of our citizens out of employment, and I\irLd<^\:t.'^^^V^'^'«^ 
that the budget of the Associated C\ian\\^^ \>Pife ^^^x V^^^^s^^"^^ 
passage of such a law would Yiave to ^e txeVAfe n^\v»X>SX.\^ '«s?c5 «5N^^^ 
year. 



58 REGULATION OF LIQUOR TRAFFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Burkett. Now, let me ask you a question or two. In the 
first place, you state that the church people are agamst the bill. 
Can you name any of those ? In the second place, you say that the 
chanties would increase. There are a hundred towns that I know of 
that have gone dry, absolutely dry. Can you name one of those 
where the charity orgaliization budgets have increased? 

Mr. Adams. I am dealing with facts in our own town. 

Senator Burkett. You are just guessing. 

Mr. Adams. Let me recite to you what I know. I attended the 
conference in my division of the Associated Charities. I know the 
cases that come up. I know why this man and that is now soUciting 
alms from the Associated Charities. In five out of ten cases it is 
because of the lack of emplovment. All you have to do is to get a 
man work, and he immediately removes himself from the sphere of 
the Associated Charities. 

The Chairman. That depends on whether he is willing to work 
or not. 

Mr. Adams. That is true; but in every case where we have been 
able to find him employment, we have not had any trouble in keeping 
him at work; but bear this in mind, that so acute was that condition 
in this town during the last winter that one of the conferences of the 
Associated Charities called upon their board of directors, in order to 
remove this large number of applicants, for funds and alms to insti- 
tute and inaugurate at further administrative expense an employ- 
ment agency, and had we done that they probably would have oeen 
even more severely criticised than they have been of late. That is 
why we oppose this bill. 

The Chairman. They would have taken it all in salaries then. 

Mr. Adams. Perhaps so. 

Senator Burkett. Where do you get your guess that the charities 
organization will have to double its budget-as soon as we restrict the 
safe of liquor a little bit ? 

Mr. Adams. Out of the 10,000 men who will be out of employment 
there would probably be 2,00p colored men, and I assume, and I 
believe you will see that it is a fair assumption, that of those 2,000 
colored men thrown upon the industrial market in the District of 
Columbia they would not find employment very readily, and if that 
is true, who is going to take care or them ? We can only judge of the 
future by the past. Who has taken care of them in the past ? The 
Associated Charities. 

Senator Carter. Do you assume that there are 20 persons employed 
on the average because of the existence of one saloon? 

Mr. Adams. I had not estimated it in that way. 

Senator Carter. There are 525 saloons or thereabouts, and you 
say that 10,000 persons would be thrown out of employment. 

Mr. Adams. Eight thousand. 

Senator Carter. You have mentioned both figures. 

Mr. Adams. I mean 8,000. That is my estimate. 

Senator Carter. That would be 17 to the saloon? 

Mr. Adams. If the Senator will pardon me, I do not estimate that 
the entire 17 are directly employed by the saloon. 

Senator Carter. But in consequence of the existence of the saloon 
17 men, on the average, are given employmeiit'i 
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Mr. Adams. Exactly; that is, through the breweries and the whole- 
sale houses, teainstei*s, engineers, firemen, and trades of that char- 
acter — salesmen — I could go through the entire category of trades here 
in the District. They all contribute their share to the maintenance 
of the business. 

Senator Burkett. If this is a fact, it is important, and I want to 
know why it is. I never heard it stated by anybody anywhere 
advocating a saloon otherwise than that there was less charity and 
less police force needed in towns that are dry than in towns that are 
not. I never heard it denied, even by those advocating the saloons. 
The men who have spoken here say to open your saloons and increase 
vour police force. I never heard of anybody contending before that 
oy closing the saloons you would increase- the charity budget. 

Mr. Adams. I have nothing to say as to whether we will increase 
or decrease the police force. I do maintain, and I believe 1 am 

{'ustified in maintaining it, that if you throw out of employment 8,000 
)readwinners in November, if the 32,000 of population that are 
dependent on those people that have no means of support, then we 
will have more cause for charity. Where are they going to get em- 
ployment? Let somebody point out to me where 8,000 people can 
find employment in the District of Columbia now. We have been 
through an era where we have had the greatest difficulty in finding 
men skilled and unskilled employment. If they can not find employ- 
ment, if they have not the money by which to support themselves, 
who is going to support them ? 

The Chairman. If they s})end less money on liquor they will have 
.more money* for other things. 

Mr. Adams. Unfortunately, they would not have any money to 
spend for rum or food supply. 

The Chairman. If you nave anything else to say, proceed, and we 
will take it into consideration. 

Mr. Adams. That is the phase of the situation that interests us. 

The Chairman. I think, as the Senator from Nebraska says, you 
have made a mere guess. 

Mr. Adams. I assume it is a good one. 

The Chairman. According to your theory, if the saloons are 
doubled, the o^ortunity for making a living will be doubled. 

Mr. Adams. You would double the opportunity for living. 

The Chairman. Then, if you quadruple them, we could give 
employment to approximately all or the people ? 

Mr. Adams. I will say this, that those engaged in that particular 
trade are perhaps the best paid class of laborers that we have in the 
District or Columbia, and tney ought to make as good citizens as we 
have, and I assume that they do. 

The Chairman. I have no doubt thajt they are well paid. 

Mr. Adams. I want to say just one word more, that the Central 
Labor Union is perfectly willing to follow out any course that would 
make this a model and a moral city. 

The Chairman. Have you found some good things in the bill that 
you could suggest ? 

Mr. Adams. I have not gone through the bill carefully. I might 
have said that we are opposed to the bill u\)o\i tJ^fe, ^^%\afiz^NjsRf^'&a^» 
the biJJ means prohibition. 
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The Chairman. Supposing the bill does not go that far. You 
have not examined it. I wish you would take a copy of the bill and 
look it over, and write to me if you find anything good in it. 

Mr. Adams. Thank vou. I will be very glad to do so. 

Mr. Habvey. Mr. Theodore Sutro desires to be heard. 

STATEMENT OF MR. THEODORE SUTRO. 

Mr. SuTBO. Mr. Chairman, I am the chairman of the legislative 
committee of the German- American Alliance of the United States. 

The Chaibman. I do not think we care to hear anything on the 
subject from people living outside the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SuTBO. We are interested in this question for this reason, I 
entirely agree with some of the gentlemen who have spoken, that if 
Congress should adopt a law of this kind it will have its effect by 
virtue of example throughout the entire countrv, and in that respect 
I think it would be proper for me to say just a few words. 

The Chaibman. I fear we haven't the time. 

Mr. SuTBO. Let me simply say whom I represent. 

The Chaibman. If we open this to the country at large we will 
have to extend the hearings. We have some temperence orators in 
my State that I know would like to present their views, and if it was 
opened to everybody we would never get through. However, you 
may proceed briefly. 

lir. SuTBO. The reason I ask to say a few words is simply this, 
that our organization, which is also partly represented by Mr. Simon 
Wolf — and 1 did not know that he was going to appedr, 1 did not. 
know that I would come myself, but I happened to drop in because 
I am in Washington — our organization, I was about to say, is a 
patriotic organization. We represent all reUgions. It is not a politi- 
cal organization. We represent in the United States over 1,000,000 
people. We have over 1,000,000 enrolled members, and we include 
m tnat respect all of the German residents of the District of Columbia. 
I myself am also president of the New York State Alliance, which 
embraces over 40 German societies. I am also president of the 
United German Societies of the city of New York. I have examined 
these bills frequently. We are confronted with that problem in New 
York all of the time, and I may say right here, in regard to the one 
question which seems to meet with universal opposition here, the 
opening of saloons for a certain time on Sunday, that Mr. Bennet, 
who introduced a similar bill in the House, was one of the most ardent 
advocates, together with Reverend Doctor Peters and other ministers 
in the city of New York, constituting a committee of 14, in favor of 
opening the saloons during certain hours on Sunday, in order to 
prevent secret tippling, which is the case in all prohibition com- 
munities. 

There are some features in this bill which, from a hasty reading 
on my part, seem to me to be entirely vicious. I find in here one 
provision that where the barrooms are open they shall not be allowed 
to provide themselves with chairs and tables. My experience in 
Germany 

The Chaibman. But this is not Germany. 
Mr, Sutro, I know it, but practical expenence 
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The Chairman. As you know, we are not a beer-drinking people 
nor a wine-drinking people. 

Mr. SuTRO. We are a whisky-drinking people, and that is the 
trouble and the curse of the whole thing. 

The Chairman. That is one of the great differences, and you must 
not compare us with Germany. It would not be fair. 

Mr. SuTRO. I only want to say this, that the American bar is 
something that we are opposed to. I originated a resolution, which 
was adopted by our national convention at Cincinnati last year, to 
encourage opposition to the American habit of treating. 

The Chairman. The most numerous sims I saw in Germany was 
the sign ''American bar.'^ 

Mr. SuTRO. To my astonishment I found that horrible invention 
there on my last journey. I believe in having an orderly place for 
men to go and drink and sit down. You asked one of the gentlemen 
who spoke about some of the good features of the bill. 1 think a good 
feature is the aboUtion of the screen. We think that every man who 
wants to take a drink ought to do so openly. If it is a cnme to take 
a drink, then let it be aboUshed. I can not go into details, but I 
desire to say this, that we have an aUiance with the Irish element and 
the German element — and I want to say that the German and the 
Irish element constitute a majority of the people of this country — 
to work against prohibition measures, not m the interest of drunk- 
enness, because we are opposed to drunkenness, but in the interest 
of temperance — I mean moderation and not prohibition. We are 
convinced from our observation in this country that prohibition is 
the surest and easiest and most positive way to increase intoxication 
of any measure that could be adopted. 

The Chairman. If that be true, the men who beUeve in seUing 
liquor ought to advocate it. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, does that conclude our time ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. I want to say only this. I am sure that the members 
of this committee would be pleased to hear Senator Thurston, who 
has traveled many miles to be here. I am sure he would like to be 
heard ; and if you can arrange to have another hearing, I would like 
very much to have him address you. 

STATEMENT OF MR. J. F. M'CAETHY. 

Mr. McCarthy. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Thurston begins, I desire 
to say that I represent the bartenders and waiters of the District. 
I represent an international organization of 80,000 people — waiters 
and cooks and waitresses. I am their international officer. 

The Chairman. Whom do you represent? 

Mr. McCarthy. I represent the restaurant employees of the United 
States. 

The Chairman. What have you to say for the record, in a single 
word? 

Mr. McCarthy. I am opposed to the measure, teetotally. 

The Chairman. If that represents your people, we will put that in 
the record. 
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STATEMENT OF EX-SENATOR JOHN M. THURSTON. 

The Chairman. Senator Thurston, we are pleased to see you here 
We are old friends, as you know. Can you state your views in, say, 
10 minutes ? You know that this is a very busy tune for some of us. 

Senator Thurston. I know, Mr. Chairman, but it would be very 
difficult. I want to discuss some of the legal phases of this bill and 
compare them with the present excise law, for the purpose of show- 
ing that here is a bill which is absolutely unnecessary. Some of its 
minor provisions may be desirable; but if so, they should be provided 
for by different legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, some years ago, as many as five or six, I was asked 
to represent as attorney, generally, a federation of retail liquor 
dealers in this city. I have represented them ever since. During 
that time I have never been asked to advise them or direct them in 
any way whatever, except to assist them through their own organiza- 
tion, in obeying the laws of the District of Columbia, and attempting 
to see as far as possible that none of their members became violators 
of the law. During those six years I have been asked but twice to 
appear in behalf of anyone whose application for a liquor Ucense was 
questioned. In one of those cases the license was denied and in 
tne other it was granted. I have never been asked to appear but 
once to defend any member of the organization from any alleged 
charge of violation of the acts of Congress or other regulations of the 
commissioners. I appeared in that case because it involved a legal 

auestion which it was desired to have determined, and it was 
etermined by the court of appeals of this city in our favor. So 
that in the five or six years of a personal knowledge of this organiza- 
tion, I know that it has at all times made a determined effort to keep 
the liquor traffic so far as it was in the hands of this membership 
within the law, to avoid as far as possible any bffense to the public 
desires, and to have this business carried on in a way that would com- 
mend itself to this community. 

Now this organization does not include all of the Uquor dealers of 
this city; but I think on an average does include two-tnirds of them. 
I will say here that in these five or six years there have been but three 
convictions under all of the numerous penalties provided in the present 
law — but three convictions of any members or this organization for 
any offense against the liquor laws enacted by Congress. 

I want to say further that the penalties of the present law are the 
most drastic or as drastic as any I Know of in the United States. They 
are modeled almost wholly — I don't know whether by design or by 
chance — on the old Slocum law, which was the first comprehensive 
high-license law enacted by any State in the Union, and, generally 
speaking, the provisions of all of the present acts of Congress are very 
similar to the provisions of that act and others that have followed in 
their place. Now, I believe that in almost every particular these pro- 
visions are amply broad, are amply drastic, to secure, if enforced by 
the proper officers of this city, the best possible regulation of the liquor 
traffic in this city. If it is the purpose of the Congress of the United 
States to enact prohibition for this District, then let the present laws 
go. That is one thing. If the purpose is to regulate, then I insist 
that you have just about as perfect and com^preVieii'swe «u code of laws 
now A3 it is possible to frame. 



BEGULATION OF LIQUOR TRAFFIC IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 63 

I do not think it is for the interests of this community or of any 
community that eternally and from session to session efforts should 
be made in Congress to pass an entire new law on this subject, imless 
that purpose be directed finally and above board to one proposition 
of producing prohibition here. If the honest effort is to secure regu- 
lation, and reasonable regulation, then let the effort be directly to 
the point and the points only in which the present legislation fails 
to produce good results. It is not a good thing to be eternally chang- 
ing the laws. Out of these laws that have been enacted and enforced 
we have secured results, we have had prosecutions under them, and 
the poUce have acted under them. Their meaning is understood 
and their operation judicially established. They ought not to be 
changed unless in specific instances which are pointed out and in 
which they are shown to be defective. There is no reason on earth 
why eternal agitation should go on if the mere purpose is the lawful 
regulation of the Uquor traffic. Now, if it is, come out into the open. 
It is unfortunate that the Congress of the United States is compelled 
under the law to sit as a governing board of the District. 

The Chairman. Senator, just there, not on that point, but on the 
point you have made immediately preceding it, there is no more 
agitation on the Uquor question here tnan in every State in the Union, 
and in almost every city, is there ? 

Senator Thurston. 1 am aware of that, and I do not object to 
the agitation, Mr. Chairman, even here. What I do object to is 
this a^tation under the guise of reforming the relative laws of 
this District, when in fact the agitation is a prohibition agitation. 
Any fair man who will read this bill will know that the men who 
conceived it never stood for the regulation of the liquor traffic in 
any way whatever, and are utterly opposed to it, and this is an 
attempt, under the guise of regulation, to secure prohibition. 

The Chairman. After all, it is for the committee to determine. 

Senator Thurston. I know that, and it is also for me to make the 
suggestions. 

The Chairman. And for Congress ? 

Senator Thurston. And for Congress. I am iiot objecting to the 
prohibition agitation. 

Senator Burkett. Senator Thurston, I think you ought to modify 
some of your statements. You compare this to the Slocum law, 
which is the model, and that perhaps is true. The essentials in the 
existing law, or in this law, or many of the laws, are covered by the 
Slocum law and not by the present law. For instance, take the 
no-screen provision. 

Senator Thurston. That was not in the Slocum law. 

Senator Burkett. It is a modification. 

Senator Thurston. That was passed subsequently. 

Senator Burkett. There is a life tenure of oflBlce for your excise 
board. That is not in your Slocum law. 

Senator Thurston. Under the Slocum law the people have a 
chance every year in every town. Now, there is no chance at all 
here for the people to decide. Now, if there are any direct, specific 
provisions that any interest desires to bring before Congress, to 
amend and improve the present law, I will be very glad to Sft.\j^ ^'^v 
in attempting to secure for this Diatnc\) \3cife n^t^ \i^^\»^s\.*Cwb^»:^ ^'^j^ass. 
a model law, that will govern t\ie xegvAfjAivavi c!l ^^ ^'^^ ^Wsss^'s^- 
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This country as yet is not prohibition all over. This Congress does 
not represent a prohibition country. It may be that you represent 
a growing prohibition sentiment, but you do not as yet represent a 
prohibition country. That, we must admit. Now, it occurs to me 
that when they talk about making Washington the model city, it is 
impossible to set up a general standard of good behavior of city 
government, of good administration in the Nation's capital city, 
that is not in harmony with the general and majority sentiment of all 
the people of the United States. Not only that, but the Congress of 
the United States in enacting laws for the District of Columbia 
must readily understand that legislation to be of any possible value 
or to produce satisfactory results, must be practical legislation. 
I would be glad if Congress had the power to legislate a harp and a 
crown in the immortal hereafter for every man in the District, and I 
would be glad to get mine that way because I might be unable to 
secure it in any other way. 

The Chairman. And especially for the members of this committee^ 
who are veritable martyrs. 

Senator Thurston. But Congress deals with practical questions. 
I have never seen much religion or much morality resulting from 
legislation. When we pass laws and try to keep men moral, try to 
punish crime, try to observe the peace of society, we go as far as we 
can, and we must deal with human nature as we find it. Now, you 
know and I know that in a great city like Washington with its curi- 
ously mixed population, perhaps the most remarkable in that respect 
of any city in the Union, there is not and can not be a moral senti- 
ment of a majority of these people that would enforce and carry into 
effect the absolute prohibition of the sale of liquor. You do not 
find it anywhere else in the country in any similar city. It maj 
come. I do not know. We are all looking for the millenium, but it 
is not here yet, and you have to deal with the problem of Washing- 
ton as it is to-day. There is not another capital city in the world 
where any such thing is agitated or attempted. There is not any 
other city on earth oi its size or character where it has been found 
possible to carry into effect the wish of the religious element of the 
city, preventing the use of alcohol. 

Now, in the present bill, if it is desigjned to regulate and not to pro- 
hibit,! call attention first to the provision as to the securing of signers. 
I have only a word or two to say about that. It is in section 6. You 
provide that you must secure the written affirmative consent of every 
owner and dweller, every abider — not only residents, but everybody 
who lives in every house — for a radius of five blocks around the place 
of business. Now, that is prohibition. You could not do that in 
some of the thickly settled sections of this country in six months. 

The Chairman. You speak there of every abider and owner. It is 
a majority. 

Senator Thurston. I mean, of course, a majority of the abiders. 

Senator Burkett. The present law makes the same provisions for 
getting rid of a saloon in tne community. 

Senator Thurston. Oh, no; not for five blocks. 

Senator Burkett. Not for five blocks, but it takes a majority of 
all the people in the block. 
Senator Thurston, Well, of course I do think that when you 
make a provision, whatever it is, for the nuccvbeT oi sv^ivaWcfe^ x:^^«ft«n 
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sary, and the number of signatures to be obtained, you should make 
the same provision on the other side about terminating the hcense. 

Now, I can not quite agree with Senator Burkett about this proposi- 
tion. The saloon Dusiness, say what you please, is not all disreputable. 
It is carried on in the Willard Hotel, where all of us who have money 
enough go sometimes, and where is congregated on afternoons and 
evenings the wealth and beauty of the city of Washington, which is 
frequented and habited hj every distinguished citizen of every city 
coming to Washington — it is carried on there. Now suppose, no 
matter how many signatures they have to get, whatever your law is, 
suppose they get them for one year, and they carry on that business 
for one year, and invest the capital in the business that the Hotel 
Willard would have to do, and you could do this for only one year, 
you could not rent it for one year. There is a considerable amount 
of invested capital necessary in the mere opening of any place where 
you sell anythmg. Now, why should you put it m the power, maybe, 
of two or three men amongst those who sign for you the year before, 
to block a continuation of your place ? If you are going to have local 
option, why don't you let the local option come from the other side 
at the end of one year ? 

I repeat once more that my general objection to the proposed bill 
is that it is a prohibition measure designed for that purpose, most 
ingeniously framed, and apparently after great study ana planning, 
to produce prohibition in the city of Washington. I object to it 
more especially and decidedly because it pretends to be a measure 
to regulate the sale of liquor, when in fact it is not intended for that 
purpose at all. It has been drafted to deceive Congress and by decep- 
tion to win public approval. If the advocates of prohibition seek 
legislation from Congress prohibiting and not regulating the sale of 
liquor let them come into the open, state their purpose, make honest 
warfare, and let Congress and public opinion make answer. If 
prohibition is to be imposed upon the District of Columbia, Jet it 
not be done under cover of a false pretense which masks the real 
design. 

Continuing now to further discussion of section 6, I insist this sec- 
tion was drawn in full understanding and belief that it prescribes 
impossible conditions which can not be met, and was and is intended 
to prevent any applicant for a liquor license from securing such a 
petition as is provided for in the section. It requires ^^the written 
permission of a majority of persons owning real estate and a majority 
of persons keeping house, including bona fide tenants in flats or 
apartment houses who lease by the year, within the square within 
which it is desired to locate or maintain such business and within 
the five other squares located nearest to said place of business;'' that 
is, no license can be secured unless a petition is obtained signed by a 
majority of property owners in six of the squares of the city. This 
means all owners, both resident and nonresident, and it may well 
be that a large proportion are nonresidents who can not be per- 
sonally reached at all. There must also be obtained a majority 
petition of all resident housekeepers and tenants of flats within the 
same six squares. Anyone who knows this city knows without 
further proof than observation that a task is set for tha ^^^^^'«X5^» 
practically impossible for him to Mudext^kk^ «ccA ^^A<^t^. '^^^ 
present law, in mj judgment, is weW saiega^ctd^dL %s» \»o ^^Nss^^^"^^"^ 
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property owners and householders, and requires the applicant to 
secure a majority petition from those persons who might naturally, 
or could even possibly, be immediately and directly anected by the 
location and conduct of a saloon. 

This bill further requires that this application or petition must be 
secured every year by the applicant. Such a requirement in a city 
like Washington is not only burdensome and unjust, but is all out of 
reason. I understand that in a very few instances such a require- 
ment is made in some States and where it only applies to small towns 
and viQages or even to ordinary interior cities it may not be unfair 
or unjust; at least in those places it would not be impossible for the 
appUcant to comply with it, out in a city like Washington, think for a 
moment what it would mean. We must assume, at least for the 
present, that the purpose of Congress is to regulate and control the 
sale of liquor in the city of Washington. In order to regulate and con- 
trol there should be no le^slation which would work probable con- 
fiscation, or at least result in irreparable loss to investments made in 
the purchase of property, erection of buildings, or fitting up of places 
designed for the sale of Hauor. A man who establishes a saloon, 
who pays under the present law $800 per annum for his license, must 
expend a large sum of money before ne opens his j)lace of business. 
In order not to offend the good taste of the community he must have 
a place of business which in appearances at least is in harmony with 
the other adjoining places of business. There is a very general senti- 
ment against the location and operation of what are termed low, 
cheap groggeries, which does not extend to a place where a liquor 
business is established in a building and with surroundings that com- 
pare favorably with the appearance of other business places. No man 
can afford to estabhsh such a business for the sale of Hquor or for 
any other purpose unless there is a reasonable guaranty of continuing 
such business so long as there is no violation of laws or regulations, 
or any offense given to the neighborhood or the pubHc by the manner 
in which the business is conducted. Therefore I insist it is only fair 
to apply the same rule to the residents of the locaUty as is apphed to 
the person who seeks a license by their written permission. It is 
and should be incumbent on the applicant to secure the consent of 
the majority in the immediate neighborhood. This in simple fomi 
is local option. Having once obtained this consent, established the 
business, made the investment, paid the Hcense, it is only fair that if 
conditions so change or if the business becomes so objectionable that a 
majority of the same neighborhood no longer desire its continuance, 
that majority should be given the opportunity, by a petition in the 
same way, to object, and, in the absence of such objection at the ex- 
piration of any one year, the license should be continued until such 
objection is made. This is local option pure and simple, and imposes 
no unreasonable burden on the real estate owners or the householders. 
If, on the other hand, the applicant must canvass for the neighbor- 
hood's consent every year, he becomes subject to the opposition of a 
few individuals or perhaps only one and, in the slang language of 
the day may be ^^held up by almost anyone until whatever demands 
are made on him are complied with. So much for the proposed sec- 
tion 6. 
The whole tenor and effect of the entire bill, carefully examined 
and analyzed, is of the same character', to pTo\xi\A\, axidLXLoX. \^ x«^* 
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late. If enacted into law it would result in the practical suspension 
of all retailers, wholesalers, brewers, importers, grocers, druggists, 
and others who now make or sell in the District of Columbia any- 
thing of which alcohol constitutes a component part. I believe in a 
popmar form of government and obedience to the will and wishes of 
a majority of the people in the nation, in the State, and in the com- 
munity. I would not object, and indeed would favor in Washington, 
as I would in every other city, the submission to the people as to 
whether or not liquor should be manufactured, imported, or sold 
therein. That would be fair and just and in accordance with repub- 
lican theories and principles. When Congress is asked to decide for 
the people of Washington this important question many other con- 
siderations must be invoked. This country, as a whole, is not so 
far in favor of prohibiting the manufacturing of malt, spirituous, or 
vinous liquors. Brewing, distilling, and vine growing are among our 

Seat industries, encouraged locally and generally recognized as law- 
1 ventures and occupations; taxed for internal-revenue purposes as 
such. The country therefore at large is definitely and decidedly 
committed to a system of regulation which will preserve the benefits 
and prevent the abuses, both of which, in all the history of mankind, 
have resulted from and incident to the use of alcohol by human 
beings. The Congress of the United States is elected from the 
country at large, and of course every Senator and Representative is 
more or less affected by and subjected to the demands of local con- 
stituencies on the liquor question. It is gross injustice to compel 
Congress, year after year, to involve itself in the determination of 
amy such questions in the District of Columbia. It is the duty of 
Congress, of course, to determine whether there shall be prohibition 
in Washington, or whether the manufacture and sale of liquors 
therein, shall be regulated and controlled by reasonable license laws 
and provisions. It is unjust to every member of Congress to compel 
a reconsideration of this main question session after session. Con- 
gress has decided in favor of license and regulation. Its decision has 
stood without serious objection or criticism for years. I know of no 
considerable opposition so far voiced in any Congress to change this 

golicy in the District of Columbia. Therefore the action of Congress 
•om year to year should be confined, and confined only, to such 
improvements as experience dictates in perfecting the established 
code of laws on this subject. I insist that the present law, which has 
stood the test and experience of years in operation, should bq per- 
mitted to stand and should not be the subject of continual agitation 
involving as it will at every session a renewed discussion of a purely 
local matter of government to the embarrassment of Congress and to 
the absorption of that time and effort so essential to those general 
matters of the nation's legislation for which Congress was created. 

Taking up the present license law of this District, I insist it is almost 
as perfect as any law designed for the regulation and control of liquor 
selling could be. In a general way it requires an annual license fee 
of $800, more in amount than is usually required in cities of this size. 
Evidently it is an adequate amount, as the framers and advocates of 
the bill under consideration make no demand for an increase. Power 
is given to the license board to pass on the business qualific^tisvas* '^jxs^ 
personal character of every applicant. Kfe^o\w\.^ V^^:,^ qs^n^^sv^ '^ 
secured in each immediate neignborVvoodL ^Yiiet^ \svviYc^«a^^ ^^ ^^ ^'^ 
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conducted. The laws prohibit the sale to minors; prohibit any 
female from being present or assisting in the business; compel closing 
on Sundays and during certain hours m the night; and prohibit selling 
to drunkards or intoxicated persons. They prohibit disorderly con- 
duct in or about any of the places of business, and, generally, contains 
the most drastic regulations that can be found in a,nj hcense law, 
which guarantee the orderly and unobjectionable carrying on of the 
business. We already have adequate zones established which prevent 
the opening of a saloon within such distance of schools, places of 
worship, etc., as can in any manner interfere with them. We also 
have a provision for the absolute forfeiture of the hcense of any man 
who is twice convicted for any of the numerous offenses provided by 
the statute. It is worthy of note that in this city, for a number of 
years and under our efficient police supervision, there have been so 
Jew convictions for violation of the existing laws as to be really not 
worth mentioning, and if there is in this city any such objectionable 
conduct of the liquor business as has been represented by the advo- 
cates of prohibition it is certainly not the fault of existing law, or 
because our present laws are not of a most drastic character. 

As you have already heard from Mr. Harvey, the organization of 
Confederated Retail Liquor Dealers in this city has not only taken 
official action to require its members to do away with those things 
which are generally classed as objectionable, but has also asked the 
license board to embody these recommendations in their regulations 
and to refuse the renewal of a license to any applicant who will not 
comply with these reasonable requirements. My judgment is that 
the present excise board could absolutely obliterate all those objec- 
tionable features by regulations, the nonobservance of which would 
endanger the success of any application for a renewal of license. 

I shall not endeavor to discuss any of those questions which in- 
volve the consideration of those evils resulting from overindulgence 
in alcohol. Those questions are only pertinent in determining as to 
whether we should have prohibition or regulation, and if the latter, 
the character of those regulations and the method of their enforce- 
ment. I do, however, state on my own responsibiUty that there is 
to be seen by night and by day in Washington less evidence of the 
effects of overindulgence in liquor than in any city of its comparative 
size in this country, which is somewhat extraordinary, under the 
best of circumstances, owing to the various and complex elements 
of population of this District. I have no doubt that better results 
are now obtained under the regulations and enforcement of the law 
than could ever result from forcing prohibition on this city, where, 
to the knowledge of all of us, public sentiment is most strongly in 
favor of regulation and against prohibition. 

I have not the time nor would I trespass upon your patience by 

discussing in detail all the provisions of the proposed bill and all of 

which bear me out in my opening assertion that it is not intended 

as an improved method of regulating the sale of liquors, but is an 

indirect and disguised attempt to secure prohibitive legislation. I 

will simply repeat what has already been said, that the reservations 

established by section 16, within which no license shall be granted. 

cover for all practical purposes the entire city of Washington, ana 

were evidently intended to so cover the entire city of Washington 

and to make of this city, by indijection, a leseT^aXlioxi. VvXJdml w^<!^^ 

-oo license shall be granted. 
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I am not especially commissioned to discuss it, but, to illustrate 
the character of this proposed legislation, I will take up for a moment 
section 13, which prohibits any druggist, except upon a written 
and bona fide prescription of a practicing physician, from selling 
any proprietary medicmes containing more than 2 per cent of alcohol. 
The manufacture and sale of so-called patent medicines is one 
of the great industries of this country, and undoubtedly thousands 
and thousands of these prescriptions are more or less beneficial in 
character. Almost all or them, as you well know, put up in Uquid 
form, contain as a preservative not only 2 per cent, but as high as 20 
per cent or more of alcohol. This alcohol is indispensable to their 
preparation and preservation. It is the only practical solvent of their 
chemical properties, yet it is proposed to compel purchasers not 
only to pay for the medicines, but to pay physicians for permitting 
sucn purchase, a requirement absurd, oppressive, if not prohibitory 
on those needing these preparations, and a provision which should 
be entitled ''An act to double the incomes of the practicing physicians 
of the city of Washington.'' Many other of the requirements relating 
to druggists are equally absurd and oppressive. 

I might continue for an indefinite time to show how fully and com- 
pletely the whole subject of successful regulation is covered by exist- 
mg law, and how little, if any, improvement with respect to the 
orderly and proper conduct of business is provided for in any sec- 
tions of the bill now under consideration ; but I am mindful of your 
important public duties and of the fact that you can not be fairly 
asked to give further time to this one local (question now before you, 
and I win conclude with once more asserting that the present bill 
was not designed and is not intended to secure better regulation or 
control of the liquor traffic, but is a prohibition measure under a 
most inartistic disguise; that the present excise laws are broad, com- 

Erehensive, and drastic; that they have been in force many years, 
ave been thoroughly tested, have been passed upon by the courts, 
and are generally understood and generally lived up to; that there 
is no demand by any considerable proportion of the people of the 
District for the enactment of any new excise code or for any par- 
ticular amendment to the existmg laws; and that the continued 
flotation for prohibition in the District of Columbia by congres- 
sional action is unjust to the great majority of the people or the 
District; is unwise, inexpedient, and is unfair to the Congress of the 
United States. 

STATEMENT OF W. S. RICHAEDSON, WHOLESALE DRUGGIST. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, Mr. W. S. Richardson desires a 
moment. 

The Chairman. Mr. Richardson, whom do you represent ? 

Mr. Richardson. The retail druggists. 

The Chairman. I will say, Mr. Richardson, that we can not hear 
a speech. If you have a written statement, you may submit it. 

Mr. Richardson. I will file a very brief one, with the permission of 
the committee. I only want to call attention to the phrasing of one 
section, section 14 of the bill. We are not opposing or advocating th<^ 
bill. 
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The Chairman. That is the section that requires a prescription by 
a physician. 

Mr. Richardson. Yes, sir. I will just read you a few lines of that 
section : 

That regularly licensed druggists or pharmacists shall not be required to obtain 
license under the provisions of this act, but they shall not sell intoxicating liquors — 

That is a good provision; we like it — 

nor compound nor mix any composition thereof, nor sell pure grain alcohol or any malt 
extract, or other proprietary medicines containing more than two per centum of alco- 
hol, etc. 

Senator Carter. What percentage would you require in the regu- 
lar compounds or medicines ? 

Mr. Richardson. Some preparations require a great deal and 
others do not. Take, for mstance, some ordinary proposition like 
strophanthus — that is a heart remedy, and others might require but 
1 per cent. Along this line the Internal Revenue Bureau has been 
investigating proprietary medicines and has classified those that are 
alcoholic medicines and those that are not. 

The Chairman. But strophanthus is usually prescribed by phy- 
sicians, is it not ? 

Mr. Richardson. Yes, sir; but this would bar out maple sirup, 
for instance, because there is hardly anything that does not contain 
more than 2 per cent. 

The Chairman. I think that is right, only I do not think there is 
any force in your suggestion as to that particular medicine. 

Mr. Richardson. The question was asked and I was only suggest- 
ing that. 

Senator Carter. In the course of your regular work of compound- 
mg medicmes without the use of the physician^s prescription directed 
to the particular case, what would be the maximum percentage of 
alcohol that you would ordinarily be called upon to use ? 

Mr. Richardson. Well, that varies. It is from 1 to 95 per cent. 

Senator Carter. That is, 95 per cent is employed under a pr^ 
scription from a doctor ? 

Mr. Richardson. Take the tincture of guaiac, for instance. That 
is a resinous herb. You can not put that in anything but a pure 
alcoholic solution. 

Senator Carter. That compound would be made only in preparing 
a prescription, would it not? 

jMt. Richardson. That is one of the stock tinctures that is kept on 
our shelves for sale. It is a rheumatic remedy, if anybody wants to 
buy it for that, and many do; they buy 10 or 25 cents worth. They 
take it for a slight attack of rheumatism, for instance. 

Senator Carter. How do you propose to so frame the law as to 
prevent a drug store from becoming a tippling shop ? 

Mr. Richardson. We do not want that to be the case. 

Senator Carter. What kind of a law do you propose, then ? 

Senator Burkett. What per cent do you ask ? 

Mr. Richardson. We can not establish a percentage because each 
one requires a different amount. 

Senator Carter. Have you any amendment to suggest to the bill ? 

Mr. Richardson. I will say that the Internal Revenue Bureau of 
the Treasury Department rules like this, tVvat a ^Te^araUoii that con- 
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tains-but 1 per cent of alcohol, if it does notcontainany medicinal value 
at all, they view it as an alcohoUc beverage and require an internal- 
reVenue tax. If it is 50 per cent and is an actual medicinal prepara- 
tion, they rule that it does not require an internal-revenue stamp. 
They are working along that line, requiring proprietary stamps all 
over the country, and as fast as they find a preparation that is not 
medicinal, but taken for use as an intoxicating drink, they require the 
party who sells it to take out an internal-revenue stamp. We are 
glad to separate those that are actual medicines and those tnat are not. 

The Chairman. You spoke of guaiac ? 

Mr. Richardson. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. That is a gum, is it not ? 

Mr. Richardson. Yes, sir. It is the same way with spirits of 
camphor. 

The Chairman. Is there anything to prevent your taking a quart of 
alcohol and putting a small quantity of guaiac in it and selling it for 
gum? 

Mr. Richardson. Yes, sir; under the pure-food law you can sell 
nothing but the standard medicines. 

The Chairman. Is there any other suggestion that you desire to 
make on any particular point ? I will say that we will take all these 
matters up and consider them carefully. 

Mr. Richardson. I wanted to call your attention to this particular 
matter because I did not think the committee understood that point 
thoroughly. 

The Chairman. We will not, of course, willingly do ebuy injustice 
to the drug traffic. 

Mr. R1CHARD30N. I will file a brief on that point. Ifere is a paper 
that the internal-revenue collectors send out stating which require a 
license and which do not. 

The Chairman. You may file a brief. 

Mr. Richardson. I will do so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. I would suggest the propriety of druggists — I 
presume Mr. Richardson spea& for the druggists — making a sug- 

festion by which the language which they are seeking to have in tne 
ill can be covered, so far as affects the ordinary, normal, legitimate 
drug trade; I think that is what Senator Carter has in mind. 

Senator Carter. I^et the brief that is presented embrace some pro- 
posed amendments. 

Mr. Richardson. Very well; I will do so. 

(Mr. Richardson's brief will appear among the addenda.) 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 

The Chairman. I will stat«, Mr. Dinwiddie, that the opposition 
has had an hour and fifty minutes and you have had lorty-five 
minutes. Now, I would suggest that you briefly close the case. We 
are willing to give the opposition a little advantage over you in point 
of time. 

Mr. Dinwiddie. I do not wish to encroach on the committee's 
time. I appreciate your courtesy, Mr. Chairman. In this connec- 
tion, I want to ask that several people have two minutes each. Then 
I would like Mr. Shoemaker and Mr. Wilson to occupy the ten minutes 
as they see fit, and I think with about five minutes more we can get 
through. 

The Chairman. The time wiW \>e. e^\fe\v!^'ei<N. 's.q«\s£^\^s^'^ Xi^-^'o^^ 
£fteen minutes. 
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STATEMENT OF H. L. SHEIDBAKE, MACHHSTIST. 

The Chairman. What is your position ? 

Mr. Sheldrake. I am a membler of 1 74, International Association 
of Machinists. 

The Chairman. Do you reside in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Sheldrake. Yes, sir; and have for eight years. I wish to 
ask the chairman and the members of this committee not to take the 
representatives of the central body too seriously. That body has 
instructed the officers of that association that they are not in accord 
with their action in regard to this bill, and I fear that the gentleman 
representing the body here is not reall;^^ representing the mechanics 
of this city, but is representing the ci^ar business, in which he is 
now engaged. The majority of labor in this city are not directly 
connected with either the ci^ar or the liquor traffic. The vast 
majoritj are not in accord with the representations made here, nor 
the action which the central bodv has taken. That is all I wish to 
say. 

STATEMENT OF E. W. OYSTER. 

The Chairman. You are a printer, I believe, Mr. Oyster ? 

Mr. Oyster. Yes, sir; I have been a member of the Typographical 
Union for fortv vears continuously. 

The Chairman. And, in a sense, you represent that union, do 
you not ? 

Mr. Oyster. No, sir; I do not claim to represent the imion, because 
our union has taken no action in this matter. This question has not 
been submitted to our union or any other union on a referendum vote, 
as ought to have been done, and the Central Labor Union can no 
more control my opinions or ideas on this question than they could 
my politics or my religion. The union to wnich I belong, the Inter- 
national Typographical Union, very often submits (juestions of that 
kind, where there might be some difference of opinion, to a referen- 
dum vote, and we often vote down what the International Union in 
convention itself has done. This might happen in this particular 
case in voting down the action of the Central Labor Union, although 
that is mere guesswork. Nobody can tell what the action of the 
union will be if it was submitted to them for a referendum vote. 

My friend who has just spoken represents one of the largest labor 
organizations in the city. I think it has some 2,000 members. He 
represents the union to which my friend Mr. Adams belongs. I want 
to say that I have the greatest respect for Mr. Adams. I am sorry to 
differ with my labor friends on any question, but I could not con- 
scientiously agree with them on this question. 

Mr. E. L. ^AMS. You would not want to make a misstatement. 
He does not represent the union to which I belong; he only represents 
his individual views. 

Mr. Oyster. I understood that his union had taken this action. 

Mr. E. L. Adams. I undertake to say that he does not represent 
the union. 

The Chairman. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Oyster. Mr. Chairman, the question has never been submitted 

to a vote of this organization. I represent a citizens' association^ 

which at its last meeting unanimously adopted VJoae Tcve^jsvtt^r— XJtvtfe 
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Petworth Citizens' Association, and a considerable number of the 
members of that association belong to Jabor organizations, and there 
was not a single vote against indorsing this measure— not that we 
indorse every section of it. I myself might on this distance limit, 
have some doubt about the propriety of making it a thousand feet, 
but I do say that I think the majority of the working people of this 
city believe in a more stringent regulation of the saloons than we 
have had, and the particular part that I desire to call attention to, 
and which I hope will be incorporated in this bill when it passes, is 
this section that takes down the screen and compels these people, if 
they want to run this business to run it as other businesses are run. 
If I want to take a drink and am ashamed to take it unless I can hide 
myself behind a screen, I am doing something that I am ashamed of, 
and if I am ashamed of it, I ought not to do it. 

Now, there have been some very remarkable statements made at 
this hearing. If the statements made are true, and the results arrived 
at in this city are true, then we ought to tear down the churches and 
establish saloons on every church site. If they bring about more 
happiness and contentment in this world than the churches do and 
tend more to the morals of the people, then I say the more saloons 
we have the better. But that is an outrageous statement, and I do 
not think that facts justifv it. The judges of our courts will tell you 
that the saloons furnish the greater portion of our citizens who land 
in jail or in the penitentiary, or in the insane asylum, while our 
slums furnish the lower court, the police court, with a great majority 
of the cases that I think go before those courts. So I say, I do not 
think there is any warrant at all for the statements that have been 
made here. We all know the effect of the saloon. Every man who 
has had experience with the workingmen knows this — and I have 
had an experience, as the Senator knows, with a large number of 
them, and know that I have induced a number of our good men to 
tear themselves awav from the influence of the saloons and become 
worthy citizens and industrious citizens, where before they were 
neriecting their families and their work simply because they were 
indulging in the products of the saloons. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in regard to the slums of this city. I have 
been investigating them lately, and while these statistics are not 
for this committee — I expect to have a hearing before the District 
Commissioners very soon — I want to say that the condition of our 
slums in this city, as stated by Mr. Woodrow, are probably as bad, 
if not worse, than the slums in any other city in the country. We 
may not have so many of them as some of the large cities, out the 
condition of our slums and the death rate in them is appalling, as 
my figures will show when I present them to the District Commis- 
sioners. So I say that there are two things that I myself would 
eliminate entirely from the District if I had my way. One is the 
saloons, and the other its twin sister, the slums. 

STATEMENT OF MRS. DON P. BLAINE, ORGANIZER OF THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA W. C. T. U. 

Mr. Chairman and Senators, although not officially appointed to 

represent the Woman^s Christian TempeYaive,^ \5w\syc^ ^\. VMss.\sfe»x>ss^^ 

I appear as a member of that orgamz.a\\oxv. ^^ ^\^"' <^^i^ ^^^ ^^ 

hibition'' here in the District of Co\wm\)\«i «.^ ^^^^^ ^'^"^^ ^^'^^ ^^'^ 
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of the United States; but here, as elsewhere, if we can not obtain 
that desired legislation, we are glad to stand with other temperance 
organizations for restrictive and local-option measures, believing 
that these pave the way for state or District wide prohibition. 
Accordingly, the District of Columbia Woman's Christian Temper- 
ance Union has voted to support the Gallinger-Bennet bill, though 
rejecting the license section, of which we do not approve and for 
which we can not stand. 

I wish, Mr. Chairman^ that there were time for me to discuss section 
6 of this bill, which would do away with the ^^ continuous license" 
now in force in the District. I would like to tell you about a saloon 
located in view of my home, operating twenty hours each day, its 
brilliant lights the last thing I see as 1 glance from my window at 
night, the first thing I see if I chance to waken early in the morning. 
I pass this saloon on my way to the street car; I see the women who 
patronize the side entrance and the men who congregate at its doors. 
This saloon is a detriment to the neighborhood; it is a constant 
annoyance, and we consider our property less valuable because of its 
presence. Now, this saloon was established long years ago, with the 
consent of property holders and housekeepers who then lived in the 
square. The neighborhood has since changed very largely; people 
have sold out and moved away, and some have died ; but the consent 
once secured is perennial ; a license once obtained is almost a vested 
interest under the present law of the District, and, like the poet's 
brook, ^^goes on and on forever.'' 

The distinguished gentleman who appears as the legal adviser of 
the opponents of this oill has just said tnat Congress, in legislating for 
the District of Columbia, should be governed by the sentiment or the 
States and that ' ' the majority should rule." Mr. Chairman, we agree 
with this most heartily, for we know the sentiment of the people all 
over our land is overwhelmingly against the saloon. The majority 
of the people of the United States are living under local option or 
restrictive liquor laws and, according to the very latest statistics^ 
fully 40 per cent of the people of the United States are actually livine 
under prohibition. If you consider the area of our country, you find 
that nearly 70 per cent is ''dry." If Congress is influenced by the 
sentiment of the States, it will pass the Gallinger-Bennet bill to regu- 
late the liquor traffic in the District of Columbia. 

This gentleman has also said that Congress should not be ^'eternally 
changing the law" and intimates that what's well enough should be 
left alone. Why, Mr. Chairman, the District of Columbia has had 
practically no change in its excise law since 1893. This law, from 
the standpoint of temperance people, is one of the worst license laws 
in the United States; while the liquor people count it one of the best. 
The law is antiquated and inadequate. Under its operation awful 
conditions have come about, vile practices recently exposed by one 
of our daily newspapers to the disgrace of our Capital City and the 
reproach of the nation. It is high time that this law be changed. and 
a better one enacted. I am informed, Mr. Chairman, that during the 
last three years 42 States of the United States have legislated against 
the saloon. Some have passed state-wide prohibition laws, some 
have strengthened prohibition laws already enacted, some have passed 
county or local option bills and others restrictive measures, and al- 
together 42 States have taken some actioiv. Ak^ct^A. ^^^\si%\, \Xv^ 
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saloon. But the District of Columbia has a law that was passed in 
1893 — a relic of a past century. All over our land social and moral 
reforms move on with stately step, keeping pace with twentieth- 
century civilization; but the District of Columbia is getting behind in 
the procession. We're so far behind that we can't hear the band play 
and we whistle to make music with which to keep step — we whistle to 
keep lip our courage. We are the wards of the nation and dependent 
upon Congress for our laws. Congress has been generous in many 
ways. It has given us miles of paved streets and acres of parks, great 
public buildings, and improved transportation facilities; it has 
modeled and remodeled our public-school system with a frequency 
that is somewhat bewildering, out for, lo, these many years it has done 
nothing to curb the liquor traffic in the District. We appeal to this 
committee to favorably report this bill or some bill that wul bring our 
city nearer to the standard set by the States, that will at least close 
the saloons in residential districts, that will relieve conditions now 
almost intolerable. Our National Capital should be not only the 
most beautiful city but one of the cleanest, safest, and best governed 
in all the nation. 

STATEXENT OF MBS. J. ELLEN FOSTEB, LEQISLATIVE SECRE- 
TABT, HATIOHAL HOHPABTISAIT WOMAN'S CHRISTIAN TEM- 
PERANCE UNION. [Submitted in writing.] 

The women of the National Nonpartisan Woman^s Christian 
Temperance Union, whom I have the honor to represent, practice 
and teach the duty and the beauty of personal total abstinence. 
We seek also the suppression of the beverage liquor traffic by law. 

This association is in no way allied to any political party; we appeal 
to men of all poUtical faiths to vote out the saloon. For myself and 
for the women whom I represent I ask the Senate Committee on the 
District of Columbia to report favorably Senate bill 5473, in order 
that its provisions may become law for the District of Columbia. 
The liquor traffic is the greatest cause of shame and outlawry in the 
Capitol City. The vice of intemperance is a social vice. The young 
and the moderate drinkers yield to the fascinations of the saloon. 
This bill does not embody ideal legislation. Absolute prohibition 
is the only ideal legislative remedy for the evils of intemperance. We, 
however, accept the substance of this bill as a long step in the right 
direction. We respectfully, and with great desire, ask you to support 
this bill by influence and vote. 

STATEMENT OF JESSE C. SUTER, GRAND COUNSELOR OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA QRAND LODQE, INTERNATIONAL 
ORDER OF QOOD TEMPLARS. [Submitted in writing.] 

As the official representative of the Grand Lodge of the District of 
Columbia, International Order of Good Templars, I wish to add my 
testimony in advocacy of Senate bill No. 5473. The District Good 
Templars are a unit in their support of this bill as being the very best 
plan yet submitted for the regulation of the liquor traffic in the 
District. The membership of our order throughout the nation are 
deeply interested in this measure, and be.\\e.N^ \J^^\, W's* ^\\»5:Nxs^<ssi^o\s^o^ 
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law is highly essential at this time to bring the national capital abreast 
of the times. 

While we as Good Templars are opposed to license in any form', and 
firmly believe that the nnal solution of the liquor problem will be 
found only in the absolute prohibition of the manufacture, sale, and 
importation of intoxicating liquor, still we recognize the fact that 
public sentiment largely governs the determination of such matters. 

All of the provisions of this bill, we believe, are highly meritorious, 
will be fully sustained by public sentiment, and will, if put into 
operation, be of great public benefit. 

We believe that there is not only an immediate need but a positive 
general demand for the enactment of a new liquor law in the place of 
the present antiquated law. 

Without going specifically into the several provisions of the bill, 
we heartily indorse it and believe that it is a reasonable and workable 
plan for the regulation of a most dangerous trafiic. 

We trust that the committee will see its way clear to report the bill 
favorably to the Senate at an early day, and urge its passage at the 
present session of Congress. 

STATEMENT OF REV. JOHN WEIDLEY, D. D., VICE-CHAIEMAN OF 
THE PERMANENT COMMITTEE ON TEMPERANCE OF THE 
QENERAI SYNOD OF THE EVANQELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH 
IN THE UNITED STATES, AND PASTOR OF THE CHURCH 
OF THE REFORMATION, PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE AND B 
STREET SE. 

Doctor Weidley. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I have the honor to say a word on behalf of the pending bill for the 
better regulation of the traffic in intoxicating liquors in the District, 
in the name of the general synod of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, 
and also on behalf of the Lutheran Ministers' Association of the city 
of Washington. 

Our general body, at its last biennial session, at Richmond, Ind., 
June 2 to 10, 1909, placed itself on record as favoring such legislation 
for the District of Columbia as will give our national capital a model 
code of antiliquor laws. The Lutheran Ministers' Association of the 
District of Columbia unanimously passed a resolution in full harmony, 
we thoroughly believe, with the predominant sentiment of our respec- 
tive churches, in favor of the GaUinger bill (Senate 5473), which it is 
believed will materially further the ends desired. 

The opportunity is not present to speak at length concerning the 
various provisions of this measure, but we believe that the present 
legislation of the District is far behind the times, is inadequate to 
meet some of the universally conceded evils of the liquor traffic in 
our city, and ought to be very materially improved along many of 
the lines indicated in this bill. 

Our general synod represents a membership of about 300,000, and 
I speak in behalf of this legislation with its authority, and also by 
appointment of the Lutheran Pastors' Association of the District of 
Columbia, and urge your early consideration and favorable report of 
this measure to the Senate of the United States. 
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STATEMENT OF ANDREW WILSON, ATTORNEY AT LAW, WASH- 

INQTON, D. C. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am a member of the 
headquarters committee of the Antisaloon League and secretary of 
the league. I am also president of the Disciples' Union of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and vice-president of the Laymen's Federation of 
this city, treasurer of the Washington City Bible Society, a lawyer, 
and citizen. As a lawyer I do not agree with my friend Senator 
Thurston in regard to some of the suggestions he has made. He 
calls for practical legislation, and that is what we want, and that is 
what you gentlemen here, the Senate and House of Representatives, 
will doubtless give us. Progress is in the air and the time of things 
as they were in 1893 is past. We want something better. He tefls 
us that we must deal with human nature as it is, but we must not 
pander to that form of human nature which leads down to the level 
that we have as the product of the saloons and the slums. 

It has been very well said that human nature is controlled by four 
things — race tendency, individual tendency, the spirit of the age, and 
environment. Environment we place around people; that has much 
to do with individual life. The spirit of the age means progress, and 
we are going toward better things in the citv of Washington. The 
consent that we must have in the District or Columbia to get rid of 
the saloons now places the burden upon property owners and residents 
when the saloon is once established. It must oe an affirmative con- 
sent. The saloon is intrenched. I was in the probate court here 
some years ago when a petition was presented for the authorization 
to sell a certain asset of an estate. It was stated by the attorney who 

E resented it that there were no assets of the estate except a liquor 
cense which had just been granted, and an order was passed by one 
of the justices of the supreme court permitting the sale of that liquor 
license for $5,000. That price was placed upon it as a fair estimate 
of its value. There was no property; it was simply a question of 
the license. Who pays for it? It is an economic question. It is 
said that statistics show that it costs the Government and the people 
of the United States at least sixteen times as much to maintain the 
saloon as they derive benefit from it. From an economic standpoint 
certainly the saloons must go. This bill if enacted into law may not 
mean the abolition of the saloon in the District of Columbia. I very 
frankly state that I would be very glad to see the saloon go and every 
unfortunate thing that is connected with it. At the same time this 
bill if passed will be a very great step in advance of what has been in 
the District of Columbia. If it is modified in some degree, it will still 
be a great advance upon an antiquated system which ought to have 
no place in a civilized community. We stand here with the eyes of 
the nations of the earth upon us in Washington, which should be, 
and I hope will be, the model city of the whole world. 

Our friends say that it is not all bad ; that is, the saloon traffic 
or the saloon business. They come here in that apologetic way and say 
that it is not all bad. What part of it is not bad? They say they are 
trying to regulate the saloons here among themselves, but they can 
not regulate them. Two-thirds of the Kquor dealers are requested 
not to violate the law. What about tke ot\ie>Y iVjix^L ^\ssi ^^ ^^x^ 
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come into their association, and what about the heeding of the requests 
they make ? The resolutions they pass and send to our excise board 
are nothing more than mere suggestions on the part of those gentle- 
men that it is necessary for them to obey the law, otherwise they 
must go out of the business. 

It would be wise to have a change in the excise board for the reason 
that the excise board as now constituted considers raising revenue. 
This matter is one that affects the morals of the community, and 
being a matter which affects the morals of the community it ought 
to be divorced from a revenue-raising business and ought to be con- 
trolled in an entirely different way. 

Mr. Chauman and gentlemen, representmg the various interests 
that I do, I wish to say that I am as heartily in favor of this bill as 
I can possibly be, and it seems to me that it ought to be favorably 
reported and passed. 

STATEMENT OF A. £. SHOEMAKER, ATTORNEY AND CHAIRMAN 
OF THE LEQISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE ANTISALOON 
LEAGUE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, there are one or 
two points that I want to bring to the attention of the committee in 
regard to this bill. 

The Chairman. I will say to the ladies and gentlemen present that 
Mr. Shoemaker will close tne discussion. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, the present excise law of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia was passed in 1893. It was written by an attorney 
employed by the liquor interests and it has pleased them ever since, 
jud!ging by what has been said here to-day. The fact that the law 
so well pleases the hquor fraternity is the very best resaon possible 
why those who oppose their business should ask for a new law, it 
seems to me. 

Now, I have not time to touch on but one or two points. We have 
not under the present law any enforceable feature against sale to 
minors. The provision as to the sale to minors is practically a dead 
letter. I do not recall a single conviction in the poUce court of a 
sale to minors in the last year, because there is written into the law 
the word ^' knowingly;^' in other words, you have to charge that the 
dealer sold to a minor and prove it, and you can not prove it. So 
that that feature of the law which prohibits sales to minors is null 
and void. Just a few years ago there was a new provision introduced 
in Congress in regard to sale to minors without the word ^^ knowingly" 
in it, but that word was somehow again inserted before the bill was 
passed, and it left the conditions practically as before. 

Senator Carter. Mr. Shoemaker, do you know, as a matter of 
fact, that Uquor is sold to minors by the saloons of this city to any 
considerable extent ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carter. DeUberatelyso ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. When a young man 18 or 19 years old 

goes into a barroom perhaps the bartender will say ^^are you 21 V 

And the young man will say ^*yes." The bartender knows 

differently, generally. Some years ago when a certain poUce judgjd 

was on the bench he put the burden upon Wie de«\et. '^\l ^o\sl«SBl 
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to a minor you seU at Y,9iuc.iiak^" he would tell them, but latterly that 
has been changed ancf the burden has been put upon the prosecution 
to show that the dealer knowingly sold, and that can not be done very 
well. 

Now, one other feature that I want to call the attention of the 
committee to — and it is a matter which Senator Burkett has spoken 
of so frequently — and that is this so-called local-option feature that 
we now have. We have a provision in the law that if the people on 
the street object to a barroom they may say so to the excise Doard. 
For instance, as it is, an appUcant for license has to secure the consent 
of a majority of the owners of real estate and a majority of the 
residents keeping house on either side of the street. If the place 
is on a corner, with an entrance on the corner or an entrance on 
both streets, he goes around the corner and gets them on that street. 
Usually they can not get them on two streets and they close up the 
entrance on the street on which they can not get the consent and 
go around the corner, so if you want to get rid of that saloon after it is 
once licensed it will be necessary to get in protest the majority of the 
owners and residfents on either side of the street, and we have found 
this to be impracticable in almost every instance. I have been con- 
nected with the work before the excise board for fifteen years, and I 
do not recall but one case where a barroom was closed under the 
operation of that provision of the law. There have been numerous 
protests against Ucenses; but it is utterly impossible, except in rare 
cases, to get the requisite majorities against any saloon. Why? 
Because the option territory is too local — entirely too local. The 
dealer is shrewd enough to control the conditions on at least one side 
of the street. We have to count the number of owners, not the 

Eroperties. One man may own all of one side of a street; the saloon 
eeper may own it, and if he does or the brewer owns it he is entrenched 
and can not be reached. If a saloon keeper needs a larger number 
of owners to protect him it is easy to divide up the property he may 
own and multiply the number of owners. Everybody on the opposite 
side of the street may be opposed to the saloon — every owner, every 
resident housekeeper across the street may oppose that saloon, and 
yet because of the condition on the other side of the street we can 
not close it under the present law. 

Now, the bill under consideration provides a ^'consent'' zone of 
five or six squares. It simply provides for a form of local option 
within a small territory wherein the people may say whether they 
will have saloons or not. That is all it is, and if it is true, as the 
Uquor men say here to-day, that the people of the city of Washington 
do not want this bill, that they are satisfied with the present law and 
want all these saloons to remain, then they should not object to this 
provision of the bill. According to their own statements they should 
not object, because the people will not interfere with the saloons any- 
how; they will consent to them, for they want saloons; and if that 
be true, saloons will remain; but, on the other hand, should the 

Seople not want them in any consent zone, ought they to be there ? 
ertainly not. 

Senator Burkett. Do you know what the territory is in the 
average town elsewhere — what is required to be covered by a petition ? 
Mr. Shoemaker. It is much larger than ths^.^ m ^<^\£vfe, ^^^•<s^. 
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Mr. DiNwiDDiE. In Columbus and other Ohio cities it varies. The 

Eeople can arbitrarily block out a great section in the residential neigh- 
orhood and pass around petitions and take a vote on the proposition, 
and knock the saloons out by a majority of votes. 

The Chairman. Where is that ? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. All through Ohio. They have four distinct 
forms of options in that State — county, township, municipal, and 
residential districts. 

Senator Burkett. Do you know anything with reference to the 
number of saloons — take it in the last five years — that have been 
removed by the excise board, and the number of Ucenses that have 
been refused ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Do you refer to estabUshed places or new places ? 

Senator Burkett. Both. Do you know of any estabhshed places 
that have been removed ? Do you know of one, or how many do you 
know of ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes ; there have been some places closed. Under- 
stand me, not by the operation of this provision of the law we have 
been talking about, however, but because of violations of the excise 
law, and perhaps convictions in the courts. Occasionally a saloon 
keeper is convicted — probably twice in one year — and then he has to 
go out of business, and very properly. But two convictions are rare. 
A place may get so notorious tnat the excise board will close it up 
without convictions. There have been probably an average of five 
places a year closed for cause by the excise board during the last five 
years. 

The Chairman. Mr. Shoemaker, it is necessary to get the consent 
of a majority of the owners of property and residents imder the ex- 
isting law wnere the saloon is established. Now, as I imderstand the 
present law, it requires that in order to get rid of that saloon a pro- 
test must be signed by a majority of the owners and residents in that 
same square. If that protest is signed, is it obhgatory on the excise 
board to get rid of that saloon ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; but conditions are generally such that 
the Hcensee controls one side of the street or the other. 

The Chairman. So far as your knowledge extends, has the excise 
board enforced that provision of the law in all respects? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; in a way. I have in mind but one case 
where we had the actual majorities against the place, and the board, 
acting under the law, closed the place. Another place I have in 
mind, located at Pennsylvania avenue and Twenty-second street, 
with entrance on the avenue only, illustrates how easy it is to avoid 
the operation of that provision of the law. The legal number of 
owners and residents protested to the excise board agamst a re- 
newal of the license to the place, but it was not closed. What 
happened ? The place is right near Washington circle, where K street 
intersects Pennsylvania avenue, the saloon being right on the comer 
of Twenty-second and M, the building running back to K street. The 
door was moved 2 feet around the comer fronting on the circle, where 
no signatures were required, except that of the owner of the property 
in which the saloon was located, and it is there to-daj. 

Senator Burkett. The same thing occurred on Nmeteenth and T 
streets ? 
Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. That was a similaT ca^^. 
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Now, there is another point that I want to make with respect to 
the wholesale Ucenses in tne District. A man applying for a whole- 
sale license does not require the consent of anybody except that 
of the excise board. He pays a small Ucense fee, only $300, and he 
sells in quantities as small as a pint. He sells also in buckets to team- 
sters and others to be drunk on the pavement, on the street, on 
wagons, in alleys, and on vacant lots; and such places are as objec- 
tionable to most citizens as is the barroom itself. Just a day or two 
ago we had a hearing before the excise board on an application for a 
new wholesale Ucense, in which case a number of citizens wrote strong 
letters of protest, and yet that Ucense was granted despite that fact, 
and despite the fact the citizens appeared and testified that objec- 
tionable conditions would Ukely obtain there with respect to selling 
beer in small quantities — in bottles and buckets — and testified that 
the place would be just as objectionable as a barroom would be, and 
yet the consent or nobody was required. The excise board has 
absolute power to say whether a wholesale license shall be granted or 
not. 

Senator JBurkett. How do these grocers sell; that is, most of the 
grocery stores? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Most of the grocery stores sell it in packages, in 
bottles — bottled goods; beer by the case and liquors of other kinds, 
wines and whiskies and brandies, in bottles. 

The Chairman. You have an accurate knowledge of the conditions 
here. Is there more than one place here where thev employ women to 
deal out liquor in bottles ? I know of one place, oecause it has been 
advertised. 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is only one such place that is purely a 
Uquor house, and that is a wholesale place on F street. It is within 
the law. The law prohibits women from serving in barrooms, but 
not in wholesale places. The law as to sale by women is sometimes 
violated by the barroom keepers, but not often. In some places 
they have women, who serve in saloons at times in violation of the 
law. 

The Chairman. How many places are there, should you judge, of 
the type that the Evening Star so vigorously, and I think so grandly, 
attacked recently where there is music and all sorts of performances 
going on, where liquor is sold ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think there are about 20 places of that char- 
acter. 

Senator Carter. Why are they not suppressed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That class or places are within the law, unfortu- 
nately. There is no law prohibiting the opening of beer gardens or 
wine rooms upstairs and back. They are entirely withm the law 
when they do that. They are not within the law, of course, when 
they sell to minors. During the last two or three years there has been 
a multiplication of this kind of places. In the summer time there is 
the small back yard or side yard, and in winter, some room upstairs 
or back. Competition is quite severe. These men take on that kind 
of business in order to compete with others, and as I said, there has 
been a multiplication of that kind of places during the past two years. 
I regard it as the worst feature of the liquor business in this city. 
Such places cater especially to women; I should ^^^^ \3wst<^ ^^x^'^S^ ^ 
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them, without claiming to be accurate. I suppose there are that 
many places, if not more. 

Senator Burkett. Plow many saloons are owned by breweries in 
this city, if you know ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We have no way of figuring that out, but I should 
say that I have estimated that about one-third of the saloons here are 
owned in that way. They do not appear to be so owned, of course. 
I should say that one-half of the saloons are owned, in one way or 
another, by breweries — I mean by that that the brewery owns the 
property in many instances, or holds a mortgage on the place, or a 
chattel mortgage on the fixtures and stock, andin that way controls it. 

The Chairman. It puts up the license fee ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; quite often. 

Senator Burkett. How many saloons are now being operated by 
some one other than the men who provide the license — ^how many 
such persons are assigned licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is a pretty hard question to answer. As 
far as the records are concerned, the man in whose name the license 
is issued is attending to the business, or is supposed to be there, but 
I have reason to believe that in many instances the man who is there 
is simply there as an agent. He makes the application; he swears 
that he is going to conduct the business for himself and not for any- 
body else, but he has very little interest in it. In other words, he 
has no money in it scarcely; he is there getting so much of the profits, 
or all of the profits over and above the revenue — I mean the interest 
on the mortgages or trusts. 

Senator Burkett. What I am trying to get at is, where a man has 
a license and sells it or transfers it to another man and the other 
man goes on and continues the sale in that same place 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; his license may be transferred. 

Senator Burkett. On the same petition, and the same premises 
where it has been granted to the former man ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; he has to have a new petition. 

Senator Burkett. Every man who runs a saloon? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; if the place is transferred he has to 
get the consent of the people just as in the case of an original license. 

Senator Burkett. That is different from the way I have under- 
stood it. 

Senator Fletcher. Even though he buys the business, the fixtures, 
and the place generally ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; he has to get the consent of the people 
to transfer. 

The Chairman. I have not read the law recently, and I ought to 
know more about it than I do, but under the existing law is a man 
allowed to have a proprietary interest in more than one saloon ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is supposed not. The only provision with 
regard to that is that the man must superintend the business in per- 
son. So far as we know, except in the case of hotels, no one man runs 
more than one saloon, certainly not in his own name. 

The Chairman. Mr. Shoemaker, Mr. Dinwiddle has made what is 
a very proper request, that he should have five minutes to close the 
debate, because we have given the other side more time. The com- 
mittee will give Mr. Dinwiddle just five minutes. 
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Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Mr. Chairman, I think I can easily close within 
that time. I want to call attentipn to a few points that have been 
brought out by the opponents of the bill, and I shall simply call atten- 
tion to and make a brief statement concerning them. 

Mr. Harvey said in the course of his remarks that the liquor men 
over the country had endeavored to enforce proper regulations with 
respect to the liquor trade. The question at once arises, what is the 
proper regulation of the liquor trade? Their conception of proper 
regulations, judging by our unbroken experience and observation in 
the past, would probably vary materially from that of even the most 
conservative temperance advocates. The universal experience has 
been that when the temperance forces are fighting for state-wide pro- 
hibition, the Uquor people are in favor of some local form of prohibi- 
tion like county option, but when our people in any State endeavor 
to secure a county local-option law there is vigorous opposition to 
it everywhere from the liquor sellers. In other words, they are 
opposea to every form of disturbance of the statu quo when we are 
appealing for legislation on this subject. 

Mr. Harvey suggested further that the Uquor men over the country 
say to his organization, and to him, that we have the best liquor law 
in the District of Columbia that can be found in the entire country. 
Now, I am inclined to agree with them, and I am very glad when we 
can agree on some propositions with the liquor fratermty. I think 
they are right this time with respect to this law, from the standpoint 
of the trade. They ought to be, for I am reliably informed a former 
counsel to the trade claims special credit for many provisions in the 
present Code of the District. But there is one special provision in 
this bill that I hope the committee will give earnest attention to. 
The present situation I shall refer to does not rest on law. There is 
a construction by the excise board which I believe is wholly contrary 
to the spirit of tne law, and it has stood for sixteen years, whereby the 
residents in apartment and tenement houses in this city — and every- 
body knows tnat this tenement or apartment house proposition in its 
present proportions is new to the city in the last fifteen or sixteen 
years; multiplied thousands are living there now — but the excise 
board has held that the people who live in them have no say whatever 
with reference to the location or revocation of a Ucense in their block. 
I have no hesitation in saying that this is an abominable ruling. 

The Chairman. If they are keeping house 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. If keeping house — a bona fide resident of an apart- 
ment house — they have no say whatever with respect of the location 
or revocation of a license, and I maintain if there is any reason for 
differentiation between people who live in an apartment house and 
people who live in an ordinary dwelling, the advantage ought to be 
m favor of the people who have not a yard for their children to play 
in tod who must Keep them in the halls of the apartment house or 
on the streets, and I sincerely hope that the committee will see that 
those people are enfranchised by the method provided in this bill, 
so far as the operation of the excise law is concerned. Give the board 
of sixteen years ago, and I have not looked up to see who they were, 
the fuU credit for wanting to prevent fraud m the matter or signa- 
tures — and I am disposed to do it — and still the colonization of people 
to secure signatures can be safeguarded by requiring them to be bona 
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fide tenants — renting by the year, as is almost universally the custom 
here. 

Jn answer to the question as to how the board could regulate the 
question as to those particular saloons that would be affected by the 
one to a thousand population provision, I might say that that is a 
matter to be left, according to the terms of the bill, if it is passed in 
its present form, to the discretion of the excise board. It could locate 
them together or separate them, but the only limitation is that the 
total number of saloons in the city shall not exceed one to a thousand 
of population. 

Mr. Harvey called attention to the regulations which the Retail 
Dealers' Association has promulgated for the benefit of the trade and 
to secure better enforcement of the law to head off movements of 
this kind for better regulation or suppression of saloons in the city. 
I want, myself, because I am well aware of this regulation, following 
hard upon the heels of this renewed agitation for better liquor legis- 
lation in the District, to call attention to the hot lunches that liquor 
dealers were being absolutely forbidden to furnish their patrons by 
their own regulations, and it was but a minute or two afterwards that 
he called attention to the fact that those places that are open at 4 
o'clock in the morning dispensed hot lunches to their people, and it 
was one of the good things that helped get patrons at that early hour 
in the morning. 

Mr. Harvey. I said not with the consent of the Uquor trade, if 
you recall. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I am perfectly wilUng to have that addendum put 
on. They do it, nevertheless, as you said. 

Mr. Harvey. They may stop it pretty soon. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. They will stop it if this legislation should obtain, 
of course. Where do the violators come from if not from the licensed 
dealers ? The fact has been stated here that there are a great many 
violators of the law, and I desire to call attention to the fact that Mr. 
Harvey, verv properly for his people, made the statement that the 
Ucensed dealers are very seldom violating the law; but the record 
shows that there are many violations of the law. In view of some 
things that have been stated here to-day, particularly by Mr. Wolf 
and others, my question is. Who are these violators of the excise law ? 
The answer must be that they are the men who run speakeasies and 
blind tigers, and bootleggers of the District, and yet we have been 
told by our liquor friends that those people only thrive where pro- 
hibition laws prevail. We have the statement made by our friends 
on the other side that those violations occur not from Ucensed dealers, 
and they, therefore, must necessarily occur among a class of people 
who we are always told exist only where prohibition is the law. 

Mr. Harvey. Ninety-five per cent of them occur on Sunday. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Now, Mr. Wolf says that prohibition does not 
prohibit. I am going to ask the consent of the committee, not to 
encumber the record, but to have the opportunity of answering those 
things without going into them thoroughly now. I would Kke to have 
the opportunity, among other things, of putting in the record a state- 
ment irom Mr. Littlefield in reply to what he was quoted as saying 
if I can reach him in time. 

The Chairman. Mr. Dinwiddie, I shall have to ask you to submit in 
writing any further suggestions that you desire to make. There is a 
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vote in the Senate that we are called on to participate in. I want on 
behalf of the committee to thank both sides who have appeared here 
to-day for the courteous manner in which the discussion has been 
carried on. The committee will take the matter up conscientiously, 
I think I am justified in saying, and try to reach a safe and sane con- 
clusion on this very important question. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. We thank you and the committee, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harvey. And so do we. 

(The committee thereupon, at 1 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m., 
adjourned.) 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT BY EEV. EDWIN C. DINWIDDIE (as per 

authority of the committee) . 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Mr. Wolf took occasion to say that prohibition 
does not prohibit, that it has been a failure everywrhere, and that 
Alabama, Ohio, and various other States are gomg backward. I 
am particularly disappointed at this statement, as a native Ohioan, 
as it indicates that one of our distinguished Ohio sons is not accu- 
rately informed upon phases of this question he always addresses 
himself to when measures touching it are pending here. 

PROHIBITION NOT A FAILURE. 

In the first place, prohibition is reported by the people on the 
ground — those best qualified to speak — as successful in minimizing 
the evils of intemperance. No sensible man claims — or has ever 
claimed — that the enactment of a law or the adoption of a consti- 
tutional provision in anjr State will change the nabits of all the 
people or completely eliminate either the desire for or the use or sale of 
intoxicating liquors in the community. 

On the other hand, the governors of the States, Senators, and 
Members of Congress and other public officials, as well as the leading 
citizens of the various States having the prohibitory policy, unitedly 
bear testimony to the good effects of prohibition laws, and also to 
the fact that tne law is usually as well enforced as the former license 
laws were which they replaced. This testimony shows that crime and 
drunkenness have decreased under prohibition, the rat6 of taxes is 
often reduced, and general business conditions have improved when 
the saloons are eliminated from a community. State after State 
can be named in which this is true, but I challenge a successful refu- 
tation as to the prohibition States of Maine, Kansas, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Mississippi, Georgia, Alabama, and North Carolina, of 
which I have more or less direct and personal information. 

Sixty-two of Ohio's 88 counties are saloonless by vote of the peo- 
ple, and in Indiana 70 out of 92 are likewise ''dry.'' Instead of 
repealing existing laws, the people are bringing on a campaign in 
both States for state- wide prohibition, with good prospects of suc- 
cess. Such is the improving condition of most of the States through- 
out the Union. 

In this connection I offer a letter just received from the Hon. 
Charles E. Littlefield, formerly Congressman from Maine, in answer to 
a statement Mr. Wolf made with reference to prohibition in Maine. 
It speaks for itself. Mr. Littlefield lived all his life in Maine until 



86 BEGULATION OF LIQUOE TBAFFIC IN DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 

his retirement from Congress in 1908 to practice law in New York 
City. Instead of confirming Mr. Wolf's position it emphatically 
contradicts it: 

LlTTLEFIELD & LlTTLEFIELD, 

Attorneys and Counsellors at Law, 

New York, April 23, 1910. 
Rev. E. C. Dinwiddie, 

32 Bliss Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Dinwiddie: Yours of the 22d instant inclosing part of a speech made 
by Simon Wolf at a hearing before the Senate Committee on the District oi Columbia, 
in which Mr. Wolf is reported to have said: 

'*My friend said to him, 'Mr. Littlefield, how does prohibition affect the State of 
Maine?' Mr. Littlefield said, ' Why, liquor is drunk and sold the whole year, and at 
the end of the year we hold them up and fine them from three hundred to five hun- 
dred and a thousand.' " 

I don't remember of ever having met Jklr. Wolf and I, of course, have no idea who 
the friend is to whom he refers. I am absolutely certain, however, that I never made 
any such statement to either Mr. Simon Wolf's friend or to any other person. There is 
one controlling reason why I never did make any statement of that sort, because the 
statement witn the inference that is intended thereby to be conveyed is entirely 
untrue. I never made any statement that could be tortured into any such meaning. 
On the contrary, my opimon is that the experience of Maine is a demonstration that 
the prohibitory law is the most effective method of minimizing the evils involved 
in the traffic oi intoxicating liquors. If Mr. Wolf's friend made the statement that he 
attributes to him, I have no hesitation in saying that it was a deliberate invention on 
the part of his friend. 

Very truly, yours, C. E. Littlefield. 

Mr. Wolf follows the efforts of the liquor trade to show that pro- 
hibition is unsuccessful and unpopular by a reference to Alabama's 
rejection of a constitutional provision last November. This hardly 
states the fact fairly. It is altogether likely that the effort in Ala- 
bama was an unwise one and was simply an error of judgment and 
tactics on the part of the antisaloon forces of that State. Prohibi- 
tion obtained by statutory law which had just been enacted. The 
people rejected a specific constitutional provision of a very drastic 
character while they, at the same time, Knew that the prohibitory 
law of the State would remain unmolested. It will therefore be 
seen that it was impossible to make a clear, good fight for or against 

f)rohibition in Alabama, and the vote signified nothing as regards the 
ine indicated by Mr. Wolf's remarks. 

With regard to the State of Georgia, I have received from the mayor 
of the city of Atlanta — the metropolis of the State, a city of nearly 
150,000 — copies of his annual message to the city council on the third 
day of January, 1910, from which I make the following verbatim 
extracts. It is easy to see the mayor is weighing his words, is con- 
servative in his statements, and is probably giving the council of 
his city in a hard-headed, businesslike manner just the facts which 
the head of a commercial enterprise would give its board of directors. 
On pages 1, 2, 5, 6, 14, 15, and 16 these statements appear under 
the headings indicated. 



STATISTICS. 



We have taxable property assessed at $104,809,788, as compared with $97,635,829 
twelve months ago, which is a gain of $7,173,959. 
We have 119 miles of improved streets, which is a gain of 7 miles during the year. 
We have 307 miles of sidewalks, a gain of 20 miles. 
We have 161 miles of sewers, a gain of 9 miles. 
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We have 205 miles of water mains, a gain of 8 miles. 

Our building permits go beyond any year in the city's history. They reached 
the figure of $5,551,951, which surpasses 1908 by $718,010. The amount for that 
year was $4,833,941. 

We have 41 public schools in our system, which is a gain of 7 for the year. 

The enrollment for the scholastic year ending June, 1909, was 17,899, and Superin- 
tendent Slaton has estimated for me that the enrollment for the year ending June, 
1910, will approximate 20,000, thus giving a gain of more than 2,000. 

Ova bank deposits are about $28,000,000, a gain of about $5,000,000 over the cor- 
responding period of last year. 

NO BILLS CARRIED OVER. 

In spite of the entry into our city at the beginning of last year of the new ninth 
ward, m spite of the much larger and in most cases entirely reasonable demands of 
all our departments, no bills will be carried over into next year. Every one of the 
departments has lived within the apprOT)riatipn made to it at the beginning of the 
year, with the exception of the Grady Hospital and the waterworks. The amounts 
used by these two departments in excess of their first appropriation were not large 
and were regarded as absolutely necessary on account oi the increased work that 
each had to do. The amounts were provided as needed during the year, and from 
the item known as "unanticipated receipts" the balance was struck in December 
an^ all bills wiped out. 

SURPLUS OP MORE THAN $50,000. 

The comptroller's books at the close of this year, December 31, 1909, show that the 
city had on hand a cash balance of about $411,000, which, after providing for the 
perpetual charter fund of $175,000, $123,000 due >to the sinking fund commission, 
and sufficient amounts to pay all outstanding warrants, contracts, and accounts pay- 
able, still leaves a net surplus in cash of $55,334.50. This is indeed gratifying, 
and I am told by the comptroller that the books of the city closed the year just passed 
in as good, if not better, financial condition than ever before in its history. 

That is to say, that we have begun the new year with a clean sheet, and I promise 
you now that we will close it in the same way. 

PROHIBITION. 

I suppose that you gentlemen will expect something from me on the workings of the 
state prohibition law m our city, and I shall give you a brief, candid and well-weighed 
statement of my opinion. 

In giving this opinion it is not necessary that I, or any one of us, approach the sub- 
ject from the standpoint of a prohibitionist or an antiprohibitionist. All that is neces- 
sary is to take the facts as they are presented from the records of our recorder's court, 
and from the general condition of affairs in our city, and from these facts to form, each 
for himself, our own opinions. 

Having said as much, I give it as my imbiased opinion that the state prohibition 
law has done no harm to the city of Atlanta, and for the following reasons: 

1. The number of cases made for drunks during 1907, which was the last year of the 
old regime, were 6,508. The number of cases for drunks for 1909 were 3,741. It will 
be seen from these figures that the number of drunks is still far below the number of 
1907, and this, too, notwithstanding a very considerable increase in our city's popu- 
lation. 

2. The total number of cases made in the recorder's court for disorderly conduct in 
1907, was 12,456, and in 1909, 10,055. These figures show that while the total cases 
for disorderly conduct are large, still they fall far behind the record of 1907, the last 
year of the old regime. Such facts as these must show, if they show anything, that 
the absence of the old-time whisky saloon has played an important part in the decrease 
in the number of drunks and the number of cases of disorderly conduct. 

RENTS AND REAL ESTATE VALUES. 

3. I am informed by our leading real estate dealers that practically all of the places 
formerly rented for whisky saloons are now rented for near-beer saloons or for other 
purposes, and at figures equally as high, and in many places higher, than the rents 
received under the old regime. That this is a fact can not be doubted by those of you 
who have had occasion to make the most cursory investigation of the question. 
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4. Again it can be fairly stated that the value of real estate has never been bo high 
in the history of the city. That this is true can be seen from the almost daily tran^r 
of real estate property both in small and in lai^e sales, and in eveiy case the seller 
appears to be mating a satisfactory profit. While it is true that Atlanta has laigely 
profited during the present year from having received her part of the ^Iden stream 
of $150,000,000 derived from Georgia's princely cotton crop, and while it is true that 
the general advance in all lines of commercial and industrial activity is laigely 
responsible for this result, still it is nevertheless true that these results are being 
obtained while our city is working under the state prohibition law. It can not be 
overlooked, however, that in 1907 the city received $134,612.50 from liquor licenses, 
while in 1909 the total receipts from near-oeer licenses were $31,400. The loss of this 
revenue has been felt in financing the city, but I am glad to say that we have been able 
to meet the urgent demands of our growing city, and our financial sheet at the close 
of the year was free from debt. 

ENFORCEMENT OP THE LAW. 

It is gratifying to state that the prohibition law is being well enforced in our com- 
munity. I know there are those wno may doubt this statement, but it is nevertheless 
true, as will be seen from the following figures: 

The total number of *' blind -tiger " cases made for the year 1907, the last year of the 
old regime, was 137. The " blind-tiger " cases made for 1908 were 214, while for 1909 
they were 405. These figures, of course, show a large increase in the "blind-tiger" 
cases, but this was to be expected because of the very existence of the law. 

But now look at the other side of the picture. The number of " blind -tiger *' convic- 
tions for the year 1907 was 95, for the year 1908, 190, while for the year 1909, just closed, 
the number was 287. 

This clearly shows that while the ** blind-tiger " cases have shown a steady increase, 
the ** blind-tiger " convictions have well kept pace with this increase, and I repeat now 
what I stated in an address delivered in Montreal, namely, that **the running of a 
* blind tiger ' in Atlanta is a very dangerous thing, and is very liable to land the offender 
on the rock pile." 

I say, therefore, that this prohibition law, while it is violated in Atlanta, just as are 
the laws against stealing and gambling and other offenses, it is being enforced also, 
and enforced about as well as can be expected. 

STATEMENTS MADE BY S. S. MILES, A BETIRED MANXJFACTXJItEB 
OF CHABLOTTE, N. C, AS PRINTED IN THE WASHINGTON POST 
JULY 28, 1909. 

It will not be twenty-five years until North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee 
will be the greatest manufactmring States in this country. Prohibition has been a 
great thing for the South. I have never been a prohibitionist myself. If I want to 
take a drink I do it, but I know from fifty years' experience that the temptation of 
drink has been a bad thing for workingmen. I have employed upward of 100 men at 
different times in the last half century, and I feel safe in saying that 25 per cent of the 
money I have paid to my employees has been spent against the bar. Prohibition 
keeps temptation away from the laborer, and, in consequence, it is an excellent thing 
for the wives and children of the workingmen. In those States where state-wide pro- 
hibition exists less money has been spent for drink among just that class of men that 
the law seeks to protect, and another thing, it has made business better. Yes; prohi- 
bition is a good thing. 

Mr. Wolf says the passage of this bill means prohibition, and pro- 
hibition means confiscation, and that the late Justice Brewer had 
held that the State could not thus confiscate by prohibition without 
compensation. This is not directly connected with the subject- 
matter before the committee, but inasmuch as it has been referred to 
by Mr. Wolf, who is a lawyer as well as a steadfast opponent of prohi- 
bition, I simply call attention to the fact that Justice Brewer rendered 
such a decision when he was circuit judge in the State of Kansas. 
But Mr. Wolf omitted to tell the committee what I doubt not many 
of the committee know as well as I do, viz, that this decision of the 
judge was reversed by the Supreme Court of the United States in 
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the case of Muder v. Kansas, reported in 123 United States, 623. Of 
course, Mr. WoB, as a lawyer, would hardly want to maintain the posi- 
tion that a judgment of the inferior court was the law of the land after 
the Supreme Court of the United States had formally reversed it, 
and the decision had been accepted and become generally known 
even among the informed laity for nearly a quarter of a century. 

LIQUOR AND LABOR. 

I believe Mr. Adams's plea, though coming from labor sources, is 
sufficiently understood to need little more comment than that given 
by members of the committee. No man who has studied either the 
labor problem or the temperance question can successfully defend 
the proposition that the saloon is a good thing for the laboring man, 
either from the standpoint of morals or money. 

The most superficial observation of conditions and the most ele- 
mental deductions therefrom are sufficient to answer Mr. Adams's 
statement about the injury to labor which, it is said, will result from 
the closing of saloons. On this theory — even though on a smaller 
scale — simply let men be employed in any line of work, it may be 
the running of a lottery, the conduct of glmbling joints! the opera- 
tion of a traffic in white slaves, the spread of noxious germs — no 
matter how unproductive or positively destructive it may be — and 
to prohibit their continuing in it is to inffict an injury on labor. I 
challenge the denial of this elemental proposition in pohtical economy 
that, afl things else being equal, that business is best for the com- 
munity at large, and of course for the laboring man, which returns 
to the pockets of labor in wages the largest sum in proportion to the 
capital invested. It is a known and demonstrable fact that in pro- 
portion to the capital invested the manufacture and sale of intoxicat- 
mg liquor pays the smallest sum in wages of any of the lines of 
manufacture m this country. 

THE LIQUOR PRODUCTION V. OTHER INDUSTRIES. 

[Compiled from Bureau of Census Report, 1905.1 
Proportionate number of wage-earners employed. 



Group. 



Iron and steel and their products 
Lumber and its manufactures. . . 
Leather and its finished product. 

Paper and printing 

Vehicles for land transportation. 
Liquors and beverags 



Capital in- 
vested. 



$2,331,498,157 
1,013,827,138 
440,777,194 
798,758,312 
447,697,020 
659,547,620 



Number of 
wage-earners. 



1,156,305 
735,945 
255,368 
350,206 
384,577 
68,340 



Number of 
wage-earners 

for each 
$1,000,000 in- 
vested. 



496 
726 
580 
439 
858 
104 



LIQUOR INDUSTRY SLIGHTS LABOR. 

The following table shows the relative amounts paid for labor and 
material in certain manufactured products. 
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The first column combines salaries and wages and the next two 
columns show what percentage of combined salaries and wages goes 
to the wage-earners and the salaried employees: 



Products. 



Boots and shoes 

Men's clothlne 

Women's clothing 

Woolen goods 

Cotton goods 

Leather 

Slaughtering 

Flour and grist mill products 
Liquors 



Salaries 
and wages. 


Salaries. 


Wages. 


Material. 


Percent. 


Per cent. 


Per cent. 


Per cent. 


24.29 


12.6 


87.4 


61.65 


19.90 


24 


76 


52.21 


24.69 


19.49 


80.5 


52.78 


22.68 


11.8 


88.2 


61.76 


23.63 


10.6 


89.4 


63.55 


12.46 


16.45 


83.55 


75.67 


3.67 


24 


76 


88.82 


3.8 


37 


63 


85.54 


13.27 


47.44 


52.56 


27.90 



Material, 

salaries, 

and wages. 



Percent. 
85.94 
72.11 
77.47 
84.44 
87.18 
88.13 
92.49 
89.34 
41.17 



Extracts from Addresses of Some Labor Leaders at the Last Annual Con- 
vention OF the American Federation of Labor at Toronto in 1909. 

extract from address of JOHN MITCHELL. 

Poverty has driven many a strong man to drink, and drink has driven many a 
strong man to poverty. I am not at all impressed with the argument that if you close 
down the liquor traffic you bring about a calamity. When you shut down a aistillery, 
a factory takes its place; and when you close up a saloon, a grocery store is put in. 

We men of the mining industries nave demonstrated that higher wages and shorter 
hours conduce to temperance in everything that the word implies. A man who comes 
from his work fagged in brain and body is much more likely to seek stimulants than 
the man who leaves off work still feeling strong in mind and body. The latter wants 
to spend his time and money with his wife and family. I am willing to assert that 
when all men work but eight hours a day and receive for it a fair wage there will be 
less liquor drunk in the world than there is to-day. I say this, realizing that nothing 
has done more to bring misery upon innocent women and children than the money 
spent in drink. 

No man has a right to spend a cent upon himself until he has first provided for his 
family. But the average workingman does not yet earn enough to give his family all 
the comforts they deserve. He has no money to spend on drmk without robbing his 
family. I believe that in the proportion that the labor movement grows, so will the 
temperance movement grow. The labor movement was not formed merely for the 
purpose of getting more wages and shorter hours. If that was all, I would not consider 
it worth while to devote my life to it. The purpose of the labor movement is to secure 
a better standard of living and to make the lives of men, women, and children happier 
and brighter. 



EXTRACT FROM ADDRESS OF JOHN B. LENNON, OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR. 

What is the' effect of the liquor traffic on the standard of living of the people? Is 
there any influence gone out from the saloon that has helped to make men and women 
better? The labor movement is essentially a moral movement. It stands for equal 
opi)ortunity for men and women, though it believes that it should be made more 
easily possible for women to become homemakers. Who can deny that the liquor 
traffic IS driving women to work in factories, in workshops, and at waahtubs, who 
ought not to be there? The trades-union movement is op>posed tp child labor, yet 
who can deny that the liquor traffic is driving into industrial life boys and girls who 
should be in the school or on the playgroimd? The liquor traffic tends to decrease 
wages, never to increase them. The use of alcohol makes workmen less skillful 
and drives men to lower scales of employment and reward. Every cent spent iii the 
liquor business is wasted. It brings no social benefit and no moral uplift. 

I have been criticised for my fight against the saloon, but I give notice here and 
now that I will fight the traffic as long as the saloon opposes the interests of the people. 
Too many men and women are going down the stream to degradation for me to keep 
sUent To the trades unionist mere is no redeeming feature in the saloon. Go any- 
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where where its influence is felt and you see the demoralization it brings. We are 
fighting for social well-being, civic benefits, and moral uplift. Never a foul plot is 
organized to injure public rights and social well-being but the saloon is used for the 
job. They never use the trade unions or the ministerial association, which is only a 
trade union under another name. The saloon is the enemy of the people for whom 
we work. 

EXTRACT FROM ADDRESS OP TOM L. LEWIS, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED MINE WORKERS. 

If you want to know where the miners of America stand upon the temperance 
question, I'll tell you of the United Mine Workers. In our constitution we have a 
clause which forbids any member to sell intoxicants even at a' picnic. That's what 
we think of the liquor traffic. 

Some people say that the saloon is a necessary evil. I don't believe in that kind 
of doctrine. I don't believe that legislation alone will eradicate the traffic. Nothing 
but the spread of education will accomplish that. We have laws against the crime, 
but they do not prevent the criminal. When we raise the standard of living ana 
education we will do a great deal to kill the traffic. We believe that the trades unions 
are doing more for the cause of temperance than any other institution in the world, 
and we can produce the facts. The Christian churches are established for the purpose 
of replacing paganism with Christianity; the trades-union movement is organized to 
educate the people, to drive out ignorance, and elevate the toilers of our land . Because 
the liquor traffic tends to enslave the people, to make them satisfied with improper 
conditions, and keeps them ignorant, the leaders of the trades-union movement are 
called on to fight the saloon. 

SOME STATEMENTS OF OTHER WELL-KNOWN LABOR LEADERS. 

I have looked into a thousand homes of the working people of Europe; I do not 
know how many in this country. I have tried to find the best and the worst, and while, 
as I say, the worst exists, and as bad as under any system or as bad as in any age, I 
have never had to look beyond the inmates to find a cause; and in every case, so far 
as my observation goes, drunkenness was at the bottom of the misery, and not the in- 
dustrial conditions surrounding the men and their families. (Carroll D. Wright, 
ex-United States Commissioner of Labor.) 

The liquor traffic is responsible for nine-tenths of the misery among the working 
classes, and the abolition of that traffic would be the greatest blessing which could 
come to them. (T. V. Powderly, ex-General Master Workman of the Knights of 
Labor.) 

Throughout the centuries the drink shop has been the antechamber to the work- 
house, the chapel of ease to the asylum, the recruiting station for the hospital, the 
rendezvous for the gambler, the gathering ground for the jail. (John Bums, M. P.) 

The labor employed in producing strong drink — in the growth of the grain, in pre- 
paring it for destruction, in brewing and distilling, in short, in the entire manufacture, 
carriage, and sale of these liquors — is utterly unproductive. (Adam Smith, Wealth 
of Nations.) 

SOME QUOTATIONS FROM THE LABOR PRESS. 

The Journal sympathizes with those crafts whose employment is endangered by 
the abolition of the liquor traffic, but it can not permit its feelings in that regard to 
overcome its judgment upon the main issue. Certainly it can not permit an incidental 
injury to the workers in these crafts to lead it into the error of compromising the whole 
laoor movement upon a question of the most vital importance to mankind. (Coast 
Seaman's Journal.) 

We are not temperance advocates by any means, but object to the labor movement 
being tied to the tail of the brewers' kite or forming any entangling alliance with the 
liquor traffic. Let the brewers stand alone and advocate their own cause. They are 
able to do it and have the means without prostituting the noble and holy cause of 
labor to their own purposes. We must steer labor's bark as far away from the saloon 
as possible, not draw it closer. Labor uplifts; liquor keeps us down. We want to 
get up. See? (The United Mine Workers' Journal.) 

In the hope of stemming the tide, some have endeavored to array organized labor 
against the prohibition movement. So far, however, they have had little success. 
The labor question has many angles. There is the argument that law is brought into 
contempt whenever it interferes with the liberty of the citizen; b\\t,\?Dvfc ^'^ccksJg^^ss^^ 
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liberty is not easily agreed upon. There is also the indisputable truth that those 
thrown out of employment may find it exceedingly difficult to obtain work by which 
they earn a livelihood. But against these is the record of long years of suffering of 
liquor victims and their families, who are powerless to prevent or cure the disease — 
for it is a very serious disease that drags down morally as well as physically. Where 
lies the greatest good? Does not the correct answer to this clearly point the only 
course to pursue? (Union Labor Advocate.) 

Mr. Wolf suggests the propriety of a commission to look carefully 
into this subject and report its findings to Congress, etc. He seems 
not to know or has forgotten that for nearly a generation the tem- 
perance people have been unitedly asking for such a commission, but 
it has been uniformlj opposed by the Uquor interests. I myself 
think such a commission desirable lor the country at large. It could 
have done a good work in showing up the facts with relation to the 
traffic in the JDistrict of Columbia. This would have been done by 
a commission which was advocated by the chairman of this com- 
mittee in a proposed amendment to a pending bill in the winter of 
1908-9, and it would have passed, despite the unwise and misguided 
opposition of a few temperance people, but for the opposition of the 
representatives of the Uquor interests. 

About that time Mr. Sutro, who immediately followed Mr. Wolf 
at this hearing, came all the way from New York and, together with 
the secretary of the National (jerman- American Alliance, entered a 
protest against any such investigation of the alcoholic liquor traffic. 

So far as the District of Columbia is concerned, the full investigation 
could and would have been made ere this had it not been for the 
attitude of the very men who are now puUin^g with Mr. Wolf in 
opposition to this proposed legislation for the District of Columbia. 

So far as I am concerned, and the organizations I represent, I do 
not intend to cease advocacy of a thorough-going scientific investi- 
gation of the entire Uquor traffic in aU its ramifications, and affecting 
society and business as it does on so many sides ; but that affords no 
reason why legislation, which is needed and concerning which there 
is no marked difference of opinion among those who reaUy stand for 
legislation against the evils of Uquor driiJmig and seUmg, should not 
be passed. 

The legislation we are asking for here, in its main features, has been 
advocated in official communications to this committee by the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia after a service of six or seven 
years at its head, and doubtless after considerable investigation and 
against the usual pressure of the liquor interests, and their recom- 
mendations and practically all of the other features of the bill — 
barring the matter of specific distances from certain institutions and 
plats — are in line with the prevailing sentiment and legislation of the 
various States in the Union. 

The present law, for the passage of which the liquor interests claim 
and probably deserve credit — from their people — and which Mr. Har- 
vev says they now think is the best in the country, is 17 years 
old, is not abreast of the times, needs amendment sorely, and ought 
to be replaced by legislation which will give the capital of the nation 
a model code of antiliquor laws. 

I, therefore, bespeaK for this bill your early consideration and 
favorable report to the Senate. 
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Addenda. 

To the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia: 

Ab section 13 of Senate bill 5473 now stands it would prohibit the sale of many harm- 
less and generally used domestic toilet preparations, as listerine and tooth washes, 
also prevent the compounding of most United States Pharmacopoeia and National 
Formulary preparations made oflBicial and standardized by the pure food and drug act. 
All of these official preparations were carefully gone over and worked out by the rhar- 
macopoeial convention composed of physicians and pharmacists. These medicinal 
preparations are supposed to be in the best proportion that skill could make them, 
and many of these are simple domestic remedies used by almost every famUy. As 
an example, sweet spirits of niter and tincture of arnica, each of which contains a 
certain amount of alcohol, but can not under any circumstances be used aa a beverage. 
Another example, phosphatic emulsion of cod liver oil and many others used by me 
physicians and families, the formulas of which are fixed by the pure food and drug 
act and can not be changed by any pharmacist, and under, no circumstances could be 
used as a beverage. By changes proposed in section 13 it would allow the sale of real 
medicinal compounds and malt extracts containing proper proportions of alcohol, and 
at the same time make it impossible for anyone to sell malt extract containing over 
2 per cent of alcohol that was not sufficiently medicated to be a real medicine. This 
same regulation would apply to all alcoholic preparations, and would prevent at the 
same time preparations parading as medicinal compounds^ and not prevent the sale 
of those that are real medicinal compounds. 

This amendment would make this clause in exact conformity with the rulings laid 
down by the Internal-Revenue Department as to what required special tax stamps for 
the sale of. 

Believing that these few explanations will show the committee the reasons for the 
proposed changes, I think these changes will carry out the purpose of the bill without 
exerting any undue hardships on anyone. 

I 'think tnere are many needed reforms in handling the liquor traffic in this city, 
and I believe your committee will be able to formulate a gooa one from this bill. 
Very respectfully, yours, 

W. S. Richardson, 
Representing the Retail Druggists of Washington, D. C. 

Amendments proposed to section 13 of bill S. 5473: 

On page 12, line 8, strike out "i)ure grain alcohol," and add between lines 9 and 10 
** except such compounds, compositions, malt extracts, or proprietary medicines be so 
medicated as to be medicinal prisparations or compounds unfit for use as beverages." 

This would make lines 7, 8, and 9 read as follows: "nor compound, nor mix any 
composition thereof, nor sell any malt extract, or other proprietary medicines con- 
taining more than two per centum of alcohol, except such compounds, compositions, 
malt extracts, or proprietary medicines be so medicated as to be medicinal preparations 
or compounds unfit tor use as beverages." 

Add between lines 4 and 5, page 13: 

"Provided further, Pure grain alcohol may be sold without a physician's prescription 
for mechanical, medicinal, and scientific purposes by registered druggists or pharma- 
cists, who shall keep a book for the purpose of registering such sales in a similar manner 
or form as required for the sale of intoxicating liquors as provided in this section: 
Provided further, That any person who shall make any false statement as to the purpose 
of use of alcohol purchased under the provisions of this section shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor, and be fined for each offense not more than fifty dollars^ and in 
default of the payment of such fine shall be imprisoned in the workhouse of said 
District not exceeding thirty days." 



circular no. 727. — ^additional list op alcoholic medicinal preparations for 

the sale of which special tax is required. 

Treasury Department, 
Office op Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 

Washington, July 1, 1908. 
To collectors of internal revenue and revenue agents: 

Continuing the list of alcoholic medicinal preparations for the sale of which special 
tax is required, published in Circular 71S oi T>feeem\i^i ^,\^^*T^V«t^'^jr>S&LSs&.^^^"«^ 
list oi aimilar preparations analyzed and pasa^d upoxi ^mc^ ^^ \^Xfe ^ ^^^ ^sas^i^aa- 
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You are also informed that the formula for the manufacture of .Dick's Nutritive 
Elixir, listed on Circular 713, has been modified, and that special tax is not recjuired 
for the sale, for medicinal use, of the preparation bearing a label showing that it was 
manufactured subsequent to May 5, 1908. 

Your attention is again called to the fact that Circular 713 and the list here given 
comprise all the preparations which have been analyzed and clawed as insufficiently 
medicated, not including those at one time so hela, but the manufacture of which 
has been discontinued or the formulas changed. 

No action should, therefore, be taken looking to the collection of special tax for the 
sale of any medicinal preparation the name of which is not found on one of the pub- 
lished lists until this office has been communicated with, and definite instructions 
received as to the classification of the suspected article. This direction is given only 
for the purpose of avoiding the collecting or demanding of tax on articles ^mich have 
been classed by this office as medicinal or might be so classed on examination, and 
is not to be construed as a change in the attitude of this office regarding articles, prop- 
erly classifiable as liquors, sold under the guise of medicines. Samples of prepara- 
tions suspected of being of this character should be taken whenever found ana for- 
warded to this office for analysis. 



American Alimentary Elixir. 

Aromatic Bitters. 

Bismarck Laxative Bitters. 

Bismarck's Royal Nerve Tonic. 

Blackberry (Karles Medicine Company). 

Blackberry Cordial (International Ex- 
tract Company). 

Blackberry Cordial (Irondequoit Wine 
Company). 

Blackberry Cordial (Strother Drug Com- 
pany). 

Blackberry and Ginger Cordial (Stand- 
ard Chemical Company). 

Black Tonic. 

Bradenberger's Colocynthis. 

Brown's Utryme Tonic. 

Celery Pepsin Bitters. 

Clifford's Peruvian Elixir. 

Crescent Star Jamaica Ginger. 

Coca Wine. 

Colasaya. 

Dr. Brown's Blackberry Cordial. 

Dr. Brown's Tonic Bitters. 

Dr. Hopkins's Union Stomach Bitters. 

Dr. Hoffman's Golden Bitters. 

Dr. Sterki's Ohio Bitters. 

Dubonnet. 

Dubonnet Wine. 

Elixir of Bitter Wine (Pleasant Tonic 
Bitters Company). 

Elixir Calisaya. 

Eucalyptus Cordial. 

Ferro Cnina Bascal. 

Ferro China Bissler. 

Ferro Quina Bitters. 

Fine Old Bitter Wine. 

Gastrophan. 

Gentian Bitters. 

Genuine Bohemian Malted Bitter Wine 
Tonic. 



Glycerine Tonic (Elixir Pepsin). 

Greiner's Blackberry Cordial. 

Health Bitters. 

Herb ton. 

Herbs Bitters. 

Jack Pot Laxative Bitter Tonic. 

Jarvis Blackberry Brandy. 

Juniper Kidney Cure. 

Karlflbader Stomach Bitters. 

Kola and Celery Bitters. 

Kola Wine. 

Kreuzberger's Stomach Bitters. 

Lee's Celebrated Stomach Bitters. 

Mikado Wine Tonic. 

Milbum's Kola and Celery Bitters. 

Miod Honey Wine. 

Neuropin. 

Newton's Nutritive Elixir. 

O'Hare's Bitters. 

Old Doctor Jacques Stomach Bitters. 

Our Ginger Brandy. 

Ozark Stomach Bitters. 

Pepsin Stomach Bittters. 

Peptonic Stomach Bitters. 

Pioneer Ginger Bitters. 

Quinquina Dubonnet. 

Rimsovo Malto-Sove Vino Chino. 

Severa's Stomach Tonic. 

Sirena Tonic. 

Smart Weed. 

Steinkonig's Stomach Bitters. 

St. Raphael Quinquina. 

Strauss Exhilarator. 

Tatra. 

Tolu Rock and Rye. 

True's Magnetic Cordial. 

White's Dyspepsia Remedy. 

Zeman's Medicinal Bitter Wine. 



John G. Capers, Commissioner. 
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